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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To-
day’s prayer will be offered by our
guest Chaplain, Rev. Lane Davenport,
the Church of the Ascension and St.
Agnes, Washington, DC.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain, Rev. Lane Dav-
enport, the Church of the Ascension
and St. Agnes, Washington, DC, offered
the following prayer:

O God, the fountain of all wisdom
and graciousness, whose statutes are
good and whose law is truth; we hum-
bly beseech Thee, as for the people of
the United States in general, so espe-
cially for their Senate; that Thou
wouldest be pleased to direct and pros-
per all their consultations, to the ad-
vancement of Thy glory, the peace of
the world, the safety, honor, and wel-
fare of Thy people; that all things may
be ordered and settled by their endeav-
ors, upon the best and surest founda-
tions, that peace and happiness, truth
and courage, mercy and justice, reli-
gion and piety, may be established
among us for all generations. These
and all other necessaries, for them, and
for all mankind, we beg in Thy name.
Amen.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able Senator from Idaho.

————

SCHEDULE

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, this
morning the leaders’ time is reserved
and there will be a period for morning
business until 10 a.m. with Senators
permitted to speak for up to 10 minutes
each. At 10 a.m., the Senate will begin
consideration of the conference report

Senate

to accompany H.R. 2002, the Transpor-
tation appropriations bill.

The majority leader has announced
that there will be no rollcall votes
prior to 2:15 today. The Senate will re-
cess from 12:30 to 2:15 for the weekly
policy conferences to meet.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KyL). Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business.

The Senator from Nevada is recog-
nized.

———

THE DEATH PENALTY

Mr. REID. Mr. President, almost 2
years ago, Senator BRYAN and I trav-
eled with a mother to Arlington Ceme-
tery. We traveled there because her
son, just a month before we went to Ar-
lington, had been gunned down on an
interstate near Lovelock, NV. He
thought a car was stalled, and as he ap-
proached the car to offer his assist-
ance, the driver of the car came from
the car and brutally murdered this Ne-
vada highway patrolman. What the po-
lice officer, officer Carlos Borland, did
not know was that the man driving the
car was an escaped convict from North
Carolina.

It was one of the saddest occasions in
which I have ever participated. It was a
cold winter day. The entire attendance
at the funeral was Senator BRYAN, Sen-
ator REID, and the mother of this
young man, her only child. She was
very proud of him. He was an exem-
plary student in high school. He had
had a great record in the military and
chose as his life’s profession that of a
police officer. She was devastated.

Mr. President, the story does not end
there, however, at least for his mother.
A week ago, in a Reno newspaper, the
Reno Gazette-Journal, wrote an article

on the status of various death row
cases. Officer Borland’s mother is
quoted in this news article as saying,
“My son gave his life for his State and
his country. Give (Sonner)’—the man
who Kkilled her son—‘‘the death penalty
and he lives for 40 or 50 years. That’s
not a death penalty. They lie to us.”

‘“We have a death penalty and it’s
being thwarted by murderers,” the ar-
ticle goes on to say.

Mr. President, the reason I mention
this is because Nevada has the highest
per capita death row population in the
entire Nation, more than double that
of Texas. The State of Texas has re-
cently executed its 100th inmate since
1977.

It does not matter whether you are
for or against the death penalty. The
fact is we are a country of laws and the
laws should be carried out, and it is
wrong what is happening throughout
this Nation and in Nevada. People get
the death penalty, and as the mother of
this executed highway patrolman says,
“My son gave his life for his State and
his country. Give (Sonner)’—this is
the murderer—‘‘the death penalty and
he lives for 40 or 50 years. That’s not a
death penalty. They lie to us.” She
goes on to say he will probably live
longer than she will. Why is this going
on?

Let me give you the death sentence
appeal process in Nevada, and it is
similar in a lot of different places.
First, automatic first appeal before the
Nevada Supreme Court. If it is denied,
you have a petition for a rehearing be-
fore the Nevada Supreme Court. If that
is denied, you have a petition before
the U.S. Supreme Court. If that is de-
nied, you have a postconviction relief
petition in the trial court, and if that
is denied you appeal again before the
Nevada Supreme Court. If that is de-
nied, you petition for rehearing before
the Nevada Supreme Court. If that is
denied, you go to the Supreme Court.
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This is the second time. If that is de-
nied, you petition before a Federal
court. If that is denied, then you peti-
tion for a rehearing in the same court.
And if that is denied, you go to the
ninth circuit, or whatever other circuit
if it is not in Nevada. If that is denied,
you have a petition for a rehearing. If
that is denied, you go to the U.S. Su-
preme Court. If that is denied, then
you go back to the Federal Court and
take each step over and over again.

This is simply not right. As everyone
is aware, this body passed comprehen-
sive habeas reform earlier this year as
part of the Antiterrorism Act. We must
see to this legislation being signed into
law.

It is time to put an end to the endless
appeals. Why do I say that? Take the
small State of Nevada. In Nevada, a
man by the name of McKegue, in Au-
gust 1979, killed William and Irene
Henry during a robbery. He entered
prison in August 1971. He was sentenced
to die. He is still there. Edward T. Wil-
son stabbed to death a Reno police offi-
cer, Jimmy Hoff. On June 25, 1979, he
was committed to be executed. He is
still alive. Robert Ybarra, in 1979, mur-
dered a girl outside Ely, NV. He is still
alive even though he has been sen-
tenced to death. Ronnie Milligan, he
murdered a 77-year-old woman on July
4, 1980. He is still alive even though he
has been sentenced to death. Mark
Rogers murdered two women and a
man outside of a mining camp near
Lovelock, NV. He is still alive even
though he has been sentenced to death.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this entire article be made a
part of the RECORD so that we can
spread on the RECORD of this Congress
what is taking place in Nevada and is
taking place in almost every State in
the Union where there is a death pen-
alty, which is far the majority, and as
this newspaper article indicates that
people are laughing at the law because
it is farcical.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Reno-Gazette-Journal, Oct. 21,

1995]
TRIMMING TIME ON DEATH ROW
(By Bill O’Driscoll)

It’s been a year since the parents of slain
Nevada Highway Patrol Trooper Carlos
Borland heard a Lovelock jury give his kill-
er, Michael Sonner, the death sentence.

Sonner, who once said he wanted to die, is
now appealing. And Maria Borland says she
may die of old age before the North Carolina
escapee is executed by lethal injection for
shooting her son along Interstate 80 in late
1993.

“My son gave his life for his state and his
country,” she said. ‘‘Give (Sonner) the death
penalty and he lives for 40, 50 years. That’s
not a death penalty. They lie to us.”

Her husband says Sonner’s execution won’t
bring back their son, but until it happens,
justice won’t be complete.

‘“(Sonner) is in confinement with three
meals a day, free dental and medical—some-
things that people on the street can only
fantasize having,” Jimmy Borland said.

The Borlands are not alone. The number of
inmates on Nevada’s Death Row stands at 76,
including Duc Cong Huynh and Alvaro
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Calamboro, both convicted for the January
1994 killings of Peggy Crawford and Keith
Christopher at a Reno U-Haul rental.

But just five inmates have been executed
since the death penalty was reinstated in
1977, none against his wishes.

A state lawmaker is creating a committee
to draft recommendations for Congress and
the 1997 Nevada Legislature on how to short-
en the distance from conviction to execu-
tion.

‘“We have a death penalty and it’s being
thwarted by murderers.” said Sen. Mark
James, R-Las Vegas, who hopes to gather 25
to 30 lawmakers, judges and law enforcement
officers on the panel.

‘I see no reason why we can’t get a finality
within two years, even with safeguards,”
said Washoe District Attorney Dick
Gammick, who will be on the panel. ‘“There
has to be a time when we say, ‘That’s
enough.’”’

Keith Munro of the attorney general’s of-
fice said the biggest problem is the turnover
in attorneys along the way. Each usually
tries to return the appeals process to the be-
ginning so as not to inherit the previous law-
yver’s work.

‘““Death sentence cases are very complex.
Attorneys get tired of them and want to get
off. But you can’t address that in legisla-
tion,” he said.

The dizzying appeals process is one that al-
ways allows an inmate to try again, Munro
said, but with each repeated step, the excuse
to get there cannot be used anew.

Still, ““You can litigate these cases until
they wheel the inmate out of the death
chamber,” he said.

But there are some time-saving measures
already in place. James and others applaud
the Nevada Supreme Court for its rule sev-
eral years ago requiring daily transcripts in
capital murder trials to keep lawyers abreast
of the cases.

James said two bills that are bogged down
in Congress would expedite appeals where
they clog the most: the federal courts.

On the other end of the table, State Public
Defender James J. Jackson admits the proc-
ess is a long one, but often necessarily so.

‘“A lot of the reason why cases get hung up
in the federal courts are concerned about a
lack of effective counsel,” Jackson said.
‘““Yeah it could be more expedited, but when
you’re talking about the ultimate penalty,
yeah, it’ll take more time.

Nevada has the highest per-capita Death
Row population in the nation, more than
double that of Texas, which recently exe-
cuted its 100th inmate since 1977.

But Texas is the exception, due largely to
the lack of attorneys for inmates even up to
the time of execution, said Michael Pesceta
of the Nevada Appellate and Post-Conviction
Project, a Las Vegas-based non-profit agency
for the defense of Death Row cases.

“In a ‘giddyap’ state like Texas, it’s not
uncommon for a lawyer to see a case for the
first time three weeks or a month before the
scheduled execution,” Pescetta said. ‘“‘Jus-
tice is geared to denying cases and getting
on with it, It’s not pretty. In Nevada, at
least there’s an attempt to take more care.”

In fact, he said, Nevada is typical of most
of the 38 other states where the death pen-
alty is allowed.

But Pescetta senses changing winds in Ne-
vada, saying, ‘‘The political landscape has
gotten considerably meaner.”

James denies any political motivation in
forming an ad hoc committee to study re-
forms.

“The people have said they want the death
penalty. We have to do something,” he said.

Jimmy Borland agrees.

“They’re technically entitled to two ap-
peals. But we’re not playing a baseball game
here,” he said. “If you’re going to have a
death penalty, then do it.”
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DEATH SENTENCE APPEAL PROCESS

The many steps on the road to execution in
Nevada:

Automatic first appeal before Nevada Su-
preme Court. If denied:

Petition for rehearing before Nevada Su-
preme Court. If denied:

Petition before U.S. Supreme Court. If de-
nied:

Petition for post-conviction relief in trial
court. If denied:

Appeal before Nevada Supreme Court. If
denied:

Petition for rehearing before Nevada Su-
preme Court. If denied:

Petition before U.S. Supreme Court. If de-
nied, either:

Petition before federal court; if denied,
then petition for rehearing in same court; if
denied, appeal to 9th Circuit Court of Ap-
peals; if denied, petition for rehearing; if de-
nied, appeal before Supreme Court, if denied,
then back to federal court and each step
thereafter may be repeated, but at each step
inmate must explain why he didn’t use ex-
cuse before. Or:

Petition for post-conviction relief in trial
court; if denied, then appeal to Nevada Su-
preme Court; if denied, then appeal to U.S.
Supreme Court. If denied, back to trial court
and each step thereafter may be repeated,
but at each step inmate must explain why he
didn’t use excuse before.

NEVADA’S LONGEST ON DEATH ROW

Kenneth McKegue, 42, of Watsonville,
Calif. Sentenced in Washoe County Aug. 2,
1979 for murders of William and Irene Henry
during a robbery Dec. 21, 1978. Entered prison
Aug. 6, 1979. Age at time of offense: 32.

Edward T. Wilson, 36, of Mountain Home,
Idaho. Sentenced in Washoe County Dec. 14,
1979, for stabbing death of Reno Police Offi-
cer Jimmy Hoff June 25, 1979. Entered Ne-
vada prison Dec. 19, 1979. Age at time of of-
fense: 20.

Robert Ybarra, Jr., 42, of Sacramento. Sen-
tenced in White Pine County July 23, 1981 for
Sept. 29, 1979 murder of a girl outside Ely.
Entered prison July 24, 1981. Age at time of
offense: 26.

Ronnie Milligan, 45, of Murfreesboro, Tenn.
Sentenced in Humboldt County Aug. 31, 1981,
for murder of a T7-year-old woman July 4,
1980. Entered prison Aug. 25, 1981. Age at
time of offense: 30.

Mark Rogers, 38, of Taft, Calif. Sentenced
in Pershing County Dec. 1, 1981, for murder
of two women and a man Dec. 1, 1980, in a
mining camp outside Lovelock. Entered pris-
on Dec. 3, 1981. Age at time of offense: 23.

Priscilla Ford, 66, of Berren Springs, Mich.
Sentenced in Washoe County April 29, 1982,
for Thanksgiving Day murder of six people in
downtown Reno in 1980 when Ford drove her
car down a crowded sidewalk. Entered prison
April 30, 1982. Age at time of offense: 51.

Patrick McKenna, 49, of Leadville, Colo.
Sentenced Sept. 3, 1982 in Clark County.
McKenna murdered his cellmate in the Clark
County Jail Jan. 6, 1979. Entered prison Feb.
23. Age at time of offense: 32.

Tracy Petrocelli, 44, of Chicago. Sentenced
Sept. 8, 1982 in Washoe County for murder of
an automobile salesman. Entered prison
Sept. 8, 1982. Age at time of offense: 30.

Roberto Miranda, 52, of Havana, Cuba. Sen-
tenced Sept. 9, 1982, in Clark County for
stabbing victim to death during a robbery.
Entered prison Sept. 17, 1982. Age at time of
offense: 38.

Thomas Nevius, 39, of Plainfield, N.J. Sen-
tenced Nov. 11, 1982 in Clark County for
shooting victim during a burglary. Age at
time of offense: 24.

Mr. REID. I think it is time we make
the law do what it says. What we need
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is to make sure that these never-end-
ing appeals are terminated. We need to
have a process so the people have their
day in court or maybe 2 days in court
and that they have the appeal process
once and maybe twice but not dozens of
times.

The time has come to speak out
against this. It is too bad that we have
to have the death penalty. I personally
support it. If we are to have these laws
on the books they ought to be enforced.

Whether or not you agree with the
death penalty, you should agree that
the law, whatever it is, should be car-
ried out, and in this area it simply is
not. If we are going to have a death
penalty, we must ensure finality of jus-
tice after appeals have been exhausted.
I think we should set very strict limits
on what appeals should be allowed.

So, Mr. President, I call upon Mem-
bers of this body, especially the Judici-
ary Committee, to use whatever au-
thority they have to move legislation
along that has been before this body
before so that these writs of habeas
corpus and other interminable delays
be put to rest. We must move forward
to end this endless appeal process that
simply meets no standard of justice.

I appreciate the gravity of the cap-
ital offense, but at some point we have
to ask, why, why do we even have these
laws if we never carry out the sentence
of the court. The current imbalance
robs the victims and their families of
the justice they deserve. It undermines
the public’s confidence in the system. I
believe it also undercuts the deterrent
effect of the death penalty.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

the

——————

BOSNIAN SERB ATROCITIES

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
rise today to talk about the resolution
that was passed, the sense of the Sen-
ate, last Friday unanimously by this
body, speaking in the strongest terms
to President Milosevic, who is, even as
we speak, on his way to the United
States to begin peace talks. I wanted
to talk about it this morning because
we did not really have a chance to de-
bate it fully last Friday.

I wanted to pass it last Friday be-
cause I wanted the message to be on
the record over the weekend about the
continuing reports of atrocities, mur-
ders, and robberies taking place right
now in the former Yugoslavia in the
northwest area around Banja Luka. I
want to highlight this, Mr. President,
because we are hosting three Presi-
dents Wednesday for peace talks, and
there are still atrocities being reported
in this area. I ask, how can we sit down
at a peace table with three warring fac-
tions when the war is still going on?

So today I am going to talk about
the sense-of-the-Senate resolution that
was passed, and I am going to ask
President Milosevic when he sets foot
in the United States to announce that
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these atrocities will stop, that neutral
people will be able to go in and get an
accounting for as many as 2,000 men
that have not yet been heard from.

A U.N. report released 2 weeks ago
charges that Bosnian Serbs are still
conducting a brutal campaign of ethnic
expulsion. Despite the cease-fire, Bos-
nian Serbs have been subjecting non-
Serbs to untold horror, murder, rape,
robbery, forcing people from their
homes, and other atrocities.

According to the Assistant Secretary
of State for Human Rights, John
Shattuck, since mid-September and in-
tensifying between October 6 and 12,
many thousands of civilians in north-
west Bosnia were systematically forced
from their homes by paramilitary
units, sometimes abetted by local po-
lice who were either too scared or un-
willing to intervene, and in some in-
stances by Bosnian Serb Army officials
and soldiers.

These unfortunate events implore us
to move with extreme caution regard-
ing American involvement in this con-
flict. The intentions of the parties in-
volved, now more than ever, call for
prudent, not precipitous, judgment. Ex-
amples of ethnic cleansing persist in
northwest Bosnia according to the U.N.
reports based on interviews with refu-
gees before and after the October 12
cease-fire.

Assistant Secretary John Shattuck
has now gained access into that area.
As many as 2,000 men have been sepa-
rated from the main group of refugees.
U.N. officials are trying to determine
their fate amid fears that they may
have been executed or sent to the front
lines as forced slave laborers. The
United Nations also reports that dur-
ing the latest wave of expulsions, Mos-
lems from Bosanski Novi near Banja
Luka, were rounded up at the bus sta-
tion. Draft-age men were separated
from the rest and were held for 5 days
without food or water. The TU.N.
spokesman in Zagreb reported that
many refugees have been given just a
few minutes to flee their homes and
that girls as young as 17 have report-
edly been taken to the woods and
raped. Elderly, sick, and very young
refugees have been driven to remote
areas and forced to walk long distances
on unsafe roads and cross rivers with-
out bridges.

The United Nations has condemned
this barbaric treatment of civilians in
the strongest possible terms. According
to the U.N. High Commissioner for Ref-
ugees, more than 2,000 Moslems and
Croats have been forced from their
homes since mid-September in Bos-
nian-Serb-controlled areas. Only about
10,000 are believed to remain, which be-
fore the war was home to a half million
Moslems and Croats. And what is most
distressing is the evidence we have
seen of recent atrocities committed by
the Serbs after the cease-fire was
signed on October 12. It appears that,
as a result of recent Bosnian and Cro-
atian advances, the Serbs have lost
ground. In an attempt to consolidate
their control, they are engaged in a
campaign of systematic and widespread
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abuse aimed at cleansing the territory
they still hold of remaining Croats and
Moslems.

With peace talks scheduled to begin
in the United States tomorrow and
with the President having clearly indi-
cated his intention to send as many as
20,000 American troops into the heart
of this conflict, these new reports of
Serbian atrocities are of grave concern
and should give us pause.

For the Bosnians, this latest outrage
by the Serbs must seem to be a dread-
ful repeat of what happened last sum-
mer during the Serb conquest of
Srebrenica in eastern Bosnia. In that
episode, thousands of men were taken
out and executed by firing squad, ac-
cording to survivors, and, in fact, the
reports just this weekend in the Wash-
ington Post confirmed new sightings of
mass graves where thousands of people
are buried. These sightings were made
from satellite photos taken by our in-
telligence sources. So we know the hor-
rible stories of what happened at
Srebrenica, as reported by refugees, is,
in fact, unfortunately and sadly true.

But what is even more unfortunate,
Mr. President, is that things like this
may continue as we speak, and we
must do something about it. We must
learn from what happened in
Srebrenica and recognize that they
could be doing it right now, and we
must protest.

In fact, Mr. President, the Senate did
protest. We passed a resolution that
says the following:

It is the sense of the Senate that the Sen-
ate condemns the systematic human rights
abuses against the people of Bosnia and
Herzegovina. With peace talks scheduled to
begin in the United States on November 1,
1995, these new reports of Serbian atrocities
are of grave concern to all Americans.

The Bosnian Serb leadership should imme-
diately halt these atrocities, fully account
for the missing, and allow those who have
been separated to return to their families.
The International Red Cross, the United Na-
tions agencies, and human rights organiza-
tions should be granted full and complete ac-
cess to all locations throughout Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

This resolution was passed unani-
mously by the U.S. Senate last Friday.
We must act now to make sure that
these atrocities are stopped and that
neutral sources are able to verify that
they have stopped and account for the
2,000 missing men.

President Milosevic is going to set
foot in Wright-Patterson Air Force
Base very shortly today. He should im-
mediately announce—and we call on
him to immediately announce—that
these forces of terror have been
stopped, that these atrocities have
been stopped. And to show his good will
in these peace talks, he should imme-
diately allow for an accounting of the
missing people in Bosnia right now.
That would be the very first and best
step he could make to show that he is,
indeed, sincere about wanting to bring
peace to this area.
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Mr. President, the Senate spoke
forcefully. I hope we are being heard. If
we can stop even one murder from hap-
pening, it will be worth it.

I wanted to draw attention to the
very strong statement that the Senate
made last week. I hope that we can use
this opportunity, as President
Milosevic comes into our country, to
ask him to show his good faith by say-
ing that people will be accounted for
and the atrocities will stop.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho [Mr. CRAIG] is recog-
nized.

———

ATROCITIES IN THE FORMER
YUGOSLAVIA

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me
join my colleague from Texas in her
most clarion call this morning to the
humanity of the world that this Nation
be a part of stopping the atrocities
that are allegedly going on in the
former Yugoslavia. It is, without ques-
tion, a great human disaster under any
measurement.

I appreciate the words of my col-
league from Texas this morning. She
has been an outspoken, clear voice on
this issue for the last good many weeks
as these reports have come in to re-
mind us and push this Senate and this
country in the direction of causing a
settlement to occur there that is just
for both sides. I thank my colleague for
that.

TRANSPORTATION APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
the Transportation appropriations bill
for fiscal year 1996 which the Senate
will consider and pass today is of vital
importance to the State of New Jersey.
As the most populated State in the Na-
tion, efficient and effective transpor-
tation is critical to the economic well-
being of my State.

This year’s Transportation appro-
priations bill provides more than $650
million in transportation investment
to my State. This investment provides
good paying jobs in the short term and
in the long term will create and main-
tain the infrastructure that New Jer-
sey needs to attract and keep a strong
work force.

Mr. President, I would like to high-
light some of the important provisions
in this year’s bill which I was able to
secure for the Garden State.

Transit is an intricate part of north-
ern New Jersey’s transportation plan.
The single largest component of New
Jersey’s transit initiatives is the urban
core. I appreciate the cooperation that
I received from Chairman HATFIELD on
funding the Secaucus transfer portion
of New Jersey’s urban core at $80.25
million. Once completed the Secaucus
transfer will link the Bergen and Main-
lines to the northeast corridor, pro-
viding access to Newark and midtown
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Manhattan for Bergen County resi-
dents. To date I have secured a total of
$436 million for urban core projects.

In addition to the urban core and
transit formula assistance, New Jersey
will be receiving $12.5 million to begin
construction of the Hamilton Inter-
modal Facility, $1.15 million to develop
a park-n-ride facility on the Garden
State Parkway at interchange 165 and
$3 million to support the National
Transit Institute at Rutgers.

While this bill will provide New Jer-
sey drivers with transit alternatives, it
also recognizes that cars will continue
to play a major role in travel within
the State. Total highway program
spending in the bill amounts to $19.9
billion, an increase of $4564 million over
last year, and nearly 96 percent of the
ISTEA authorization. New Jersey
should expect to receive some $500 mil-
lion in formula highway assistance as a
result of this funding level.

To make roads in New Jersey as pro-
ductive as possible this year’s bill in-
cludes $1.5 million for TRANSCOM.
TRANSCOM is a consortium of 15
transportation and public safety agen-
cies in New Jersey, New York, and Con-
necticut. Over half of the congestion on
my region’s roadways is due to traffic
incidents and it is TRANSCOM’s mis-
sion to improve interagency response
to such incidents. The funding will be
used by TRANSCOM to build upon ex-
isting programs to provide the region’s
transportation agencies with the tools
necessary to strengthen their transpor-
tation management activities and their
delivery of services to the traveling
public.

Mr. President, on March 23, 1994,
shortly before midnight, a 36-inch-di-
ameter pipeline ruptured catastroph-
ically in Edison Township, NJ. The ex-
plosion and fire eventually destroyed
eight buildings in the Durham Woods
apartment complex. An estimated 2,000
residents were displaced due to the ex-
plosion. It was only through the dili-
gent and heroic efforts on the part of
numerous local and State agencies that
the pipeline explosion did not cause nu-
merous fatalities. This year’s bill in-
cludes $28.75 million to allow the office
of pipeline safety to aggressively pre-
vent another Edison from ever hap-
pening again.

In addition to the funding this bill
provides to New Jersey, it also includes
other bill and report language of inter-
est to my constituents.

The legislation before us today hon-
ors one of the great statesmen of New
Jersey, former Congressman Bill
Hughes. Renaming the FAA Tech Cen-
ter the William J. Hughes Technical
Center is a deserved tribute to Bill. It
is a fitting show of appreciation for his
hard work on behalf of the people of
the Second District and the State of
New Jersey.

Mr. President, included in this year’s
committee report is language which
continues to direct the FAA to with-
hold Federal funding from runaway ex-
pansion at Princeton Airport until an
environmental assessment is com-
pleted, and community involvement is
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certified by Secretary of Transpor-
tation Pena. This is not just an air
noise issue. It is a quality of life issue.
I am hopeful that we can continue to
operate the Princeton Airport in a
manner that is compatible with com-
munity needs.

The coast of New Jersey is the
State’s recreational and economic
jewel. A provision in this year’s bill
prohibits the Coast Guard from closing
any multimission small boat units. The
Coast Guard had recommended closing
a number of its rescue stations, includ-
ing four in New Jersey-Shark River,
Townsend Inlet, Salem, and Great Egg.

Mr. President, having better, more
efficient transit systems and roads will
improve the quality of life for thou-
sands of commuter on a daily basis. I
am glad that as ranking minority
member of this Transportation Appro-
priations Subcommittee I was able to
secure this funding, as well as the bill
and report language for New Jersey.

COMMEMORATION OF HUNGARIAN
INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, last week,
the people of Hungary commemorated
the 39th anniversary of the Hungarian
people’s massive uprising against So-
viet Communist dominated rule. Octo-
ber 23, Hungarian Independence Day,
marked a time when thousands of
armed citizens battled the Red Army’s
military might and held the country
for some 2 weeks. President Arpad
Goncz, whom I met with last week, was
one of those who risked his life for his
country’s freedom—long delayed, but
finally achieved. The bravery of those
freedom loving Hungarians, 10,000 of
whom risked and lost their lives, will
be remembered forever.

As Hungary’s Foreign Minister Lazlo
Kovacs told a gathering at a Budapest
ceremony last week, ‘‘the heirs of 23
October 1956 are all those
who * * * today contribute with their
sacrifices to the creation of a flour-
ishing, democratic, and independent
Hungary.” The Hungary of 1995 is well
on the road to full democracy. In my
meeting last week with President
Goncz, we discussed Hungary’s eco-
nomic progress, its successful partici-
pation in the Partnership for Peace, as
well as NATO expansion. No doubt
about it, Hungary will be among the
first of the new democracies in Eastern
Europe to join NATO and I look for-
ward to that day—which I hope will be
in the near future. In addition, we dis-
cussed Hungary’s concerns about the
treatment of Hungarian minorities in
the region, and developments in the
Balkans. President Goncz and I both
agreed that a fair peace settlement in
the former Yugoslavia, fully recog-
nizing the rights of all nationalities,
was crucial for any kind of permanent
regional stability. I assured President
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Goncz that Hungary enjoys the friend-
ship and support of the Congress.

———————

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. CRAIG. I ask unanimous consent
that the remainder of the time this
morning and such time as may be nec-
essary be involved in a special order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

A HISTORIC BUDGET
RECONCILIATION BILL

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, last Fri-
day night, or early Saturday morning,
this Senate passed a historic budget
reconciliation bill that said to our
country: We heard you. We heard you.
We believe you. And we are, with every
effort, attempting to reduce an ever-
growing Federal Government that has
consumed an increasingly larger part
of the gross domestic product of this
country, progressively enslaving the
taxpayer to a higher and higher por-
tion of the gross work of that taxpayer.

Now, it is interesting that today is
Halloween, and guess what is hap-
pening out there? The Democrats are,
once again, yelling ‘“Trick or treat,
America.” They are saying, ‘‘Boo,” to
Americans. Once again, they are trying
to frighten, or use the tactic of fear in
driving the American public in a direc-
tion that they have said so clearly for
so long that they do not want to go.

What did we hear in the debates of
last week and over the weekend, as
members of the other side were speak-
ing in opposition to the action that the
Congress spoke to? They are saying
that Republicans are ghouls, goblins,
monsters, vampires, demons, and
werewolves, as it relates to the care
and concern of the people of this coun-
try. They are saying that we want to
take seniors’ health care away, that we
want to attack low-income and work-
ing people, that we want to kick stu-
dents out of college and kick poor peo-
ple out on the streets, that we want to
dirty the water and cause the air to be
unbreathable and, of course, to let peo-
ple die in industrial accidents.

How could the average American
really believe that anybody who seeks
public service in this country to formu-
late public policy would want to do any
of those things? Well, I suspect you
might slip a little of that by during
Halloween and talk about the scari-
ness, talk about the pranks and the
tricks that are being played out there.

Let me tell you, it is not Halloween.
It never will be Halloween. It should
never be Halloween. What is it? It is
the harvest season of the last election;
that is what it is. The Republican
Party heard so loudly and so clearly
what the American people were saying,
and we are responding. The budget res-
olution of last Friday evening spoke
about harvesting the economic secu-
rity for seniors by providing for a
Medicare program that has long-term
stability, so they cannot be frightened
or scared into thinking that their secu-
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rity is in jeopardy. It is about the har-
vest of more jobs by creating a produc-
tive economy, by controlling debt and
deficit structure in this country that,
by every economist’s projection, is
costing us anywhere from 2 to 2.5 per-
cent growth in the domestic product of
this country, which spells lack of op-
portunity or less opportunity for our
young people. That is the harvest sea-
son of what the Republican Party is at-
tempting to do, what this budget reso-
lution is all about, and the work that
will go on in the next several weeks be-
fore we put that on the desk of the
President for his consideration.

What does it say in the end? It does
not say, ‘“Boo’’; it does not say, ‘‘Trick
or treat”; it says to the American peo-
ple that there will be a higher standard
of living for all, that the expectation,
in a generational sense, will continue
to be there for a better, more produc-
tive lifestyle in our country, because
we had a Government that did not get
in our way, that did not strangle the
great ingenuity, humanity, and the en-
ergy of this country. That is what we
are saying on this Halloween day—no
trick or treat and no boos.

I am always so saddened when the
other side attempts to use a cultural
battle or attempts to frighten people in
their effort to convince them that their
policy is better than the ones we put
forth. Let us debate it on its merits.
Let the American people objectively
decide what is best for them and then
send that to us in the message that
they did so clearly last November.

At this time, let me yield to my col-
league from Wyoming to speak to this
issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized.

———

A DISTORTED APPROACH TO
PUBLIC POLICY

Mr. THOMAS. I rise to join my friend
from Idaho to talk a little bit about
what is happening. It is an appropriate
day. I was in Wyoming this weekend
and saw some of the ads that were
clothed in masks and costumes, seek-
ing to portray something that I think
is not inherent in what we are doing
here. It concerns me a great deal, not
only because it represents a different
point of view, but, more importantly,
it represents a distorted approach to
developing public policy.

If, indeed, in this country we believe
that public policy should be developed
by all of us participating, then those of
us who participate—and that is all of
us in this country—should have some
facts upon which to base that public
policy. So I want to talk a little bit
about what I think the White House
has been doing for some time and what
our friends on the other side of the
aisle have been doing, which has in-
creased over this weekend, and that is
to really distort what it is we are seek-
ing to do.

Those who oppose a balanced budget
have been wusing this mask-and-cos-
tume approach to characterize this rec-
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onciliation bill that passed last week.
Instead of having leadership to deal
with what the issues are, there has
been this use of words and, I believe,
distortion, to scare people into what
the impacts of this will be. This has
been a marketing scheme that has been
going on for some time, that has been
devised, I guess, by various kinds of
groups in the country, to find those
words that have impact and to cause
people to be frightened into thinking
that a balanced budget will throw this
country into turmoil, that saving and
strengthening Medicare will result in
turning out the elderly without health
care, that reforming welfare will throw
the poor into the street without sup-
port, and that allowing middle-class
Americans to retain some of their own
money will be a disaster.

Mr. President, I am concerned about
how we govern ourselves, and that is
what this country is all about. That is
what democracy is about. That is why
people in Greybull, WY, can partici-
pate, as well as people in New York
City, in governance. In order to do
that, there has to be a basis of facts.
There are differences and different
views, and that is perfectly legitimate.
That is what it is all about. There were
young people in my office last week
who said: I do not understand why
there is this controversy going on, or
why this debate is going on. Why do we
not just do what is good for America?

If we all agreed on what is good for
America, there would be no debate. I
suggested to them that if they went
back to their senior class in Cheyenne
and raised these questions, there would
not be unanimity there. There are dif-
ferent views, and they come into play
here. There are those who have quite a
liberal, populist philosophy that more
government is better and more taxes is
better. I respect that. I do not agree
with it, nor do I think the voters
agreed with it in the last election.
That is what it is all about.

Rather than having a campaign of
fear, mistrust, and misunderstanding,
we need to have a campaign of facts
and then decide on it. What is the pur-
pose of what we did? It is certainly to
respond to voters—that is what govern-
ment is about—to balance the budget,
which is the responsible thing to do; to
reform welfare, and that is the respon-
sible thing to do.

Mr. President, I hope that we do
begin to talk about the facts and that
we do, from both the White House and
from our friends on the other side of
the aisle, have a clear debate of which
way to go, but do it based on the facts
and based on different views, based on
leadership, direction, and based on
what I think the voters have told us in
the past.

Mr. President, I yield back my time.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I now
would like to recognize Mr. GRAMS of
Minnesota.
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ANY WAY THE WIND BLOWS

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I, too,
would like to talk a little bit about the
budget passed last week and the
threatened veto.

President Clinton reminds me lately
of the weather vane we used to have
atop the barn of my family’s dairy
farm. Ours happened to be shaped like
a rooster, and we always knew which
way the wind was blowing because that
old rooster would spin around and
around with the breeze. Like that old
weather vane, the President is spend-
ing a lot of time on the roof these days,
and he must get awful dizzy up there,
testing the wind, shifting his position
each time it changes.

Last week, this chamber delivered on
last November’s mandate by the voters
and passed a far-reaching, historic
piece of legislation that turns this Gov-
ernment around by balancing the budg-
et and cutting taxes.

With the vote behind us, the budget
reconciliation conference committee is
now moving ahead with our plan, shap-
ing a bill to send to the President. The
newspaper columnists and the TV po-
litical panels have been busy reporting
on just what President Clinton thinks
about what we are doing.

Or rather, on what the polls and his
many political advisers tell the Presi-
dent he should be thinking. This is a
President, after all, for whom ‘‘taking
a tough moral stand’”’ means finally ad-
mitting he raised taxes too much in
1993, and then recanting his story the
very next day, blaming his confession
on ‘‘sleepiness.”

What the President is apparently
hearing when it comes to the budget is
that he ought to veto the reconcili-
ation bill.

Let me quote from the Washington
Times of October 20:

The White House is already preparing the
post-veto campaign, mapping out travel
schedules for Cabinet secretaries and culling
poll results to determine the key issues the
President will push.

A top White House aide has even been
promoted—a battlefield promotion, I
guess—as ‘‘assistant to the President.”
His new duties? To ‘‘calculate the po-
litical impact of a veto.”

Mr. President, this Congress is tack-
ling the serious issues that come with
fundamental reform of the Govern-
ment, issues like how to preserve the
troubled Medicare program, how to
save our kids and grandkids from hav-
ing to carry the load of our debts and
deficits, how to stop the welfare sys-
tem’s cycle of dependency, how to give
working-class folks the tax relief they
desperately need. While we are doing
all of that, the White House huddles in
its War Room calculating how many
political points the President would
score by trying to squash our efforts.

It seems President Clinton’s advisers
have told him that he needs to veto the
reconciliation bill to, ‘‘draw policy dif-
ferences with the Republicans.”

“Without a veto,” says a White
House spokesman, ‘‘you cannot draw
the bright lines. And we are in a period
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where drawing that bright line is ev-
erything to the election.”

That election is still more than an
entire year away.

Yet at a time when this Nation is
desperate for strong leadership from its
Chief Executive, a distant election has
become the guiding force of this Presi-
dency.

Mr. Clinton’s advisers say he is going
to veto our budget reconciliation bill.
Well, it surely cannot be because his
agenda is so fundamentally different
from ours.

We are calling for tax cuts, and the
President says he wants tax cuts, as
well. He supports the child tax credit
and has hinted lately that he is agree-
able to cutting the capital gains tax.

Our budget plan preserves Medicare
by slowing its growth and offering sen-
iors choices—proposals strikingly simi-
lar to the Medicare plan touted by the
President in his health care reform bill
just 2 years ago.

We are also easing back the growth
of Government spending, and that is
something for which President Clinton
has been an advocate. After all, is not
that what reinventing Government is
all about?

Now, after months of adamantly de-
nying it could ever be accomplished,
the President has admitted that bal-
ancing the budget in 7 years—not 10, or
9, or even 8, as he originally proposed—
was a reasonable goal.

Clearly, the President is moving clos-
er toward us as this budget process
continues. But still, he is going to
wave his veto pen and just say ‘‘no’—
not because he believes in his heart
that he must, but because the political
winds suggest that he ought to.

That is not leadership.

I suggest to President Clinton that
he resist playing politics and involve
himself seriously in negotiations that
will move this budget forward, on be-
half of all Americans—and not stop it
in its tracks to placate his political
base.

Mr. President, leadership does not
mean having a finger sensitive enough
to tell you which way the wind is blow-
ing. And as any farmer knows, a flimsy
weather vane that sits too long out in
the elements is eventually going to
wear out and need to be replaced.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent I be allowed 1
minute to close the order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CRAIG. I thank my colleagues
for joining me on this Halloween day. I
hope the message that we send to the
American people is that the efforts we
are involved in here in Congress are
not a trick but a treat—a treat reward-
ing them for the profound statement
they made last year in the dramatic re-
alignment of the political structure of
this country, toward a time when Gov-
ernment’s budgets will be balanced,
when its programs will be responsive,
as concerned about the taxpayers as it
is about those who should be the recipi-
ents of responsible and caring Govern-
ment programs.
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So the day of Halloween ought not to
be scary, but a profound statement to
the American people that their Govern-
ment in this representative form of
government heard them and heard
them well.

——
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT,

1996—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of con-
ference on H.R. 2002 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2002), making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Transportation and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1996,
and for other purposes, having met, after full
and free conference, have agreed to rec-
ommend and do recommend to their respec-
tive Houses this report, signed by a majority
of the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to
the consideration of the conference re-
port.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
conference report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
October 20, 1995.)

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, we are
here this morning to present the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 2002,
the fiscal year 1996 Department of
Transportation and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act. As we all know,
the Department of Transportation, like
many other departments, is operating
under the very strict terms of the con-
tinuing resolution. This conference re-
port will allow the Department to oper-
ate for fiscal year 1996 without the re-
strictions of the continuing resolution;
but more importantly, it will fund
vital programs such as air traffic con-
trol, Coast Guard search and rescue,
and other critical safety functions.

I am pleased that, in conference with
the House, the Senate was able to in-
crease funding for a number of impor-
tant programs, since the conference al-
location for the bill was $100 million
higher in budget authority and $193
million higher in outlays than the Sen-
ate-passed bill. This year, the problems
facing the conferees were the same as
those faced in the past—that is, how to
strike the best possible balance be-
tween the operational needs of the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration and the
Coast Guard with sufficient funding for
the Nation’s infrastructure and trans-
portation safety needs. I believe that
this agreement provides a balanced and
fair solution for the challenges we
faced.
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The conference report before you
today contains a total of $12.5 billion in
discretionary budget authority and
$36.754 billion in outlays. I will quickly
review some of the highlights of the
bill.

Total Coast Guard funding is $3.375
billion, which is supplemented by an
additional $300 million to be trans-
ferred to the Coast Guard by the De-
partment of Defense. The conferees are
very appreciative of the fine work and
cooperation of Senate Defense Sub-
committee Chairman STEVENS and
House Chairman YOUNG. With these
funds, the Coast Guard conference
total will be approximately $110 mil-
lion more than the fiscal year 1995 en-
acted level.

For the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, a total of $8.2 billion has been
provided, which includes $4.6 billion for
FAA’s operations; over $1.9 billion for
associated facilities and equipment
purchases; and $1.45 billion for grants
in aid for airport construction. In addi-
tion, the conference agreement directs
FAA to institute personnel and pro-
curement reforms which are des-
perately needed. The conferees believe
that these reforms will allow the FAA
to operate more efficiently. I should
point out that these reforms are fully
supported by the administration. The
reform provisions contained in this bill
will not become effective until April 1,
1996, which will allow for sufficient and
adequate review by not only the appro-
priate authorizing committees, but
also by all affected FAA employees and
systems users.

For the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration, the bill includes a total of al-
most $20 billion—$17.55 billion for the
Federal-aid highway formula program,
and $2.3 billion for those highway pro-
grams which are exempt from the obli-
gation ceiling. Highway spending in fis-
cal year 1996 will be nearly $500 million
higher than the comparable fiscal year
1995 levels.

In the transit area, the bill provides
a total of slightly more than $4 billion,
which includes $400 million for transit
operating assistance; $666 million for
transit new starts construction; and
$333 million for discretionary grants in
the bus and bus-related facilities area.

In the rail area, it should be pointed
out that Amtrak has been provided a
total of $635 million: $305 million will
be for operating expenses; $230 million
will be for Amtrak’s capital purchases;
and $100 million is set aside for Am-
trak’s transition costs.

In closing, Mr. President, I would
like to point out to the Members that
there were several provisions included
by the Senate which were dropped in
conference. The provision which des-
ignates the National Highway System
was not included because the conferees
were assured by both the chairman of
the House authorizing committee, Mr.
SHUSTER, and the chairman of the Sen-
ate authorizing committee, Mr.
CHAFEE, that the conference on the Na-
tional Highway System bill is making
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progress, though perhaps not as quick-
ly as we had hoped, and that with pas-
sage of the NHS bill, States will soon
be in receipt of the $5.4 billion in ap-
portionments that are being held in
abeyance pending enactment of the
NHS.

The conferees also agreed to drop a
provision which allowed the States
flexibility in dealing with an across-
the-board cut contained in ISTEA
known as section 1003. The National
Highway System authorizing conferees
have assured us that this issue, too,
will be addressed in the NHS con-
ference agreement.

The Senate proposal regarding State-
regional infrastructure banks has been
deleted from the appropriations bill.
However, I have it on good assurance
from the chairmen of the House Trans-
portation Infrastructure Committee,
that the State infrastructure banks
proposal, in a somewhat scaled-down
form, will be included in the NHS con-
ference agreement, and will allow both
transit and highway projects to par-
ticipate in the infrastructure bank pro-
gram.

I also want to inform the Members
that the Senate proposal regarding air
traffic controllers’ revitalization pay,
which would have phased out this 5-
percent bonus over a 3-year period, has
been deleted. The conferees heard from
the administration and from many in-
dividual controllers that this would
have a demoralizing effect on FAA per-
sonnel, and that the cut suggested by
the Senate, $456 million, would have
been especially detrimental as FAA in-
stitutes personnel reforms.

Finally, I should point out that the
House-initiated proposal which would
have moved DOT employees on work-
er’s compensation rolls to retirement
rolls, upon eligibility, has been deleted,
so that nothing in this bill affects em-
ployees’ existing rights under worker’s
compensation and retirement rules.

I want to thank all the Members of
the conference for their support on
reaching this agreement. I especially
want to thank my ranking Member,
Senator FRANK LAUTENBERG of New
Jersey, for all his valuable time and in-
sights in fashioning this conference
agreement. I also want to acknowledge
Mr. FRANK WOLF of Virginia, who
chaired the conference on behalf of the
House and Mr. COLEMAN, the House
ranking Member. I believe it was a
spirited conference which was entered
into in good faith. I believe all the con-
ferees were interested in producing a
bill which meets this year’s difficult
funding challenges in a fair and bal-
anced way.

Not at all incidentally, Mr. Presi-
dent, that, I believe, will be signed by
the President of the United States and
will not be a part of the disputes in
which we are continually engaged.

We have been told by the administra-
tion that the President will sign this
bill upon receipt. As a result, I urge
adoption of the conference report for
H.R. 2002, Fiscal Year 1996 Transpor-
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tation and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG] is recognized.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the conference report
on H.R. 2002, the transportation appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 1996.

First, I thank my colleague from the
State of Washington for his able work
on the subcommittee and for managing
the bill this morning. We worked to-
gether on many issues and it is a pleas-
ure to be able to stand here with him
this morning.

I support this bill, but with consider-
able reluctance. When it comes to ad-
dressing the transportation needs of
this country, this bill falls short. Yet,
in many areas, fortunately, this bill
does not accept some of the more dra-
conian and counterproductive meas-
ures called for in the budget resolution
or in the House bill. For that I am
grateful.

This conference agreement cuts $800
million in outlays from the fiscal year
1995 funding levels for the Department
of Transportation. And, while it is over
a half a billion dollars higher than the
severe reductions called for under the
Senate-passed budget resolution, it
still signals a sizable disinvestment in
our Federal transportation infrastruc-
ture.

This is not the direction our country
ought to be heading. Consider the fact
that, between 1972 and 1990, the United
States’ public investment in infra-
structure as a percentage of GDP
ranked dead last of the six other G-7
nations. Among those nations that
have the largest economies and the
most power, we are last when it comes
to investment in infrastructure. Dur-
ing the same period, the 1972 to 1990 pe-
riod, the average productivity growth
in the United States also ranked dead
last.

In recent years, Japan’s investment
in infrastructure as a percentage of its
GDP was roughly three times that of
the United States. To catch up even for
1 year, we would need to increase
spending on infrastructure by more
than a quarter of a trillion dollars.
This widening investment gap is bad
news for America’s ability to compete
in the 21st century, and it undermines
our ability to provide essential jobs
that will raise living standards.

Recognizing that reality, over 400 of
our Nation’s leading economists have
urged our Government to increase pub-
lic investment. With the extraordinary
congestion that we face on our Na-
tion’s highways and runways across
our country, we must do no less, even
within the current budget environ-
ment.

My remarks are in no way intended
to reflect on the distinguished chair-
man of this subcommittee, Senator
HATFIELD. Those of us on the Transpor-
tation Subcommittee were extraor-
dinarily fortunate earlier this year
when our full committee chairman,
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Senator HATFIELD, accepted the chair-
manship of this subcommittee. I was
delighted to hear that he made that de-
cision. Throughout the year, he has
skillfully guided the subcommittee
through extensive hearings as well as
an amicable markup and conference.
Senator HATFIELD demonstrated his
characteristic fairmindedness, open-
ness and good judgment throughout
the process, and I am grateful for the
considerations he gave to my concerns
throughout the year.

Separate from the funding levels con-
tained in the bill, I am pleased to re-
port that Senator HATFIELD and I were
successful in retaining in the con-
ference agreement several of the im-
portant policy positions articulated in
the Senate bill.

As it relates to the Coast Guard, for
instance, the conference agreement re-
tains the provision allowing the com-
mandant to realign his existing search
and rescue stations, as well as reallo-
cate Dbillets throughout the Coast
Guard to achieve his rebalancing goals.

Under the provision, however, dozens
of local communities will be spared the
upheaval and the worry of losing their
Coast Guard search and rescue pres-
ence entirely, and that includes several
communities in New Jersey, in Oregon,
and in several other States.

The bill before us also includes the
provisions for FAA personnel and pro-
curement reform that was included in
the Senate bill. Under this provision,
absent the enactment of other legisla-
tion, the FAA Administrator will be
authorized to reform his agency’s per-
sonnel and procurement processes by
April 1, 1996.

Both the Commerce Committee and
the House Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee are currently
working on a comprehensive reform
legislation for the FAA. In fact, I re-
cently testified before the Commerce
Committee on this legislation. It is my
sincere hope that this legislation will
be enacted and supersede the provi-
sions in the appropriations bill.

The issue of personnel and procure-
ment reform is a very complex one that
requires the input of all affected par-
ties, including the air carriers, general
aviation, the unions representing the
FAA’s employees, and others. I expect
the language in the appropriations bill
will continue to serve as a strong in-
centive—if I may characterize it as the
pebble in the shoe—to bring all parties
to the table to agree on necessary re-
forms, because I frankly think, as
many do, that they are overdue.

I should mention that, during con-
ference committee deliberations on
FAA personnel reform, both Congress-
man COLEMAN and myself sought to en-
sure that bill language would be in-
cluded in the conference report ensur-
ing that no new personnel scheme
would be put into place that would bar
the rights of FAA employees to be a
member of the union.

While we were only successful in in-
cluding the relevant language in the
statement of managers, I have obtained
an assurance from Secretary Pena that
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absolutely no measures will be in-
cluded in the FAA’s personnel reform
plan that will undermine the ability of
FAA employees to be members of a
union, just like other people who work
for the companies in the country.

Perhaps the most critical decision
reached by the conferees as it relates
to aviation is the final funding level
for the FAA’s operations account. The
final funding level will be $4.646 bil-
lion—almost $50 million more than the
House-passed level and almost $100 mil-
lion more than the level passed by the
Senate.

Mr. President, we have a wonderfully
safe aviation system in this country.
While we have all been disturbed by
aviation accidents in recent months, a
dispassionate review of the relevant
statistics reveals that this past year
was not one of the worst years for avia-
tion safety. The fact is that usage of
the air traffic control system contin-
ually grows but without the Kkinds of
investment I believe is necessary to
bring it up to the current and future
needs.

The funding level for this account
was, perhaps, the greatest deficiency in
the Senate-passed bill. As the transpor-
tation appropriations bill moved to
conference, the administration made
clear the priority it attached to ade-
quate funding for FAA operations.

It was a program that gave all the
conferees, frankly, a great deal of
WOrry.

I am very pleased that the conferees
found a way to fund this account at a
level more closely resembling the
President’s request. Importantly, as
part of this effort, we were able to
eliminate the provision in the Senate
bill imposing a 5-percent pay cut on air
traffic controllers.

Frankly, these people are under great
stress, and great strain. The last thing
that we need to do is worry them fur-
ther by threatening their ability to at-
tend to their personal and family
needs.

I am very pleased, especially during
this period of heightened anxiety over
the adequacy of our air traffic control
system, that we are not imposing a pay
cut on our already overworked air traf-
fic controllers.

There are several conference deci-
sions with which I strongly disagree. 1
find it outrageous, quite frankly, that
the Senate conferees receded to the
House provision prohibiting the DOT
from increasing the corporate average
fuel economy standard in 1996.

Simply put so everybody understands
it, this provision will prohibit the DOT
from requiring the manufacturers of
light trucks—a very popular vehicle in
America—from trying to do even
slightly better in terms of fuel effi-
ciency. Everyone sees the quantity of
imported oil we bring into this country
increasing. I think it is an outrageous
condition for America—to be hostage
to foreign suppliers. It is not the way
we ought to be going, if we can avoid
it. One way we can avoid it is by con-
serving more here.

This provision 1is being forced
through the process on an appropria-
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tions bill because it could not be adopt-
ed through freestanding legislation.
While I was very disappointed in the
outcome, I want to commend Senator
GORTON for his leadership in sticking
up for the Senate position on this item.

Other areas of deep disappointment
for me are the deep cuts included in the
bill for transit formula assistance and
pipeline safety activities. Transit oper-
ating assistance is being slashed by 44
percent. To make matters worse, the
conference agreement changes the for-
mula in a way that poses an additional
hardship on our major urban areas.

Members need to be aware that a cut
of this magnitude will necessitate serv-
ice reductions and fare increases across
the country. Every Senator will have
constituents that will pay more money
for less transit service. We are talking
about longer waits for the bus to get
home from work and more cars on our
already congested highways.

The Senate budget resolution called
for transit operating subsidies to be
phased out entirely. I hope that after
the experience of a 44-percent cut this
year, my colleagues will join with me
in saying that enough is enough. I hope
that next year we can hold the line and
stem the hemorrhage in this program.

Last year’s tragic pipeline explosion
in Edison, NJ, served as a wake-up call
for the entire Nation as to the need to
beef up our efforts to ensure pipeline
safety. Our Nation’s pipeline infra-
structure is aging rapidly. President
Clinton’s budget recognized this reality
and requested a 13-percent increase for
pipeline safety.

The conferees, however, turned
around and cut these activities 16 per-
cent below last year’s level—a cut of 26
percent below the President’s request. I
only hope that it will not require an-
other pipeline explosion with either
massive pollution or loss of life to get
my colleagues to recognize our extraor-
dinary needs in this area.

So once again, Mr. President, I want
to thank Chairman HATFIELD for his
consideration throughout the develop-
ment of this conference agreement. My
unhappiness with the bill does not re-
flect at all on his leadership. What it
does say is that this country is not in-
vesting enough in its transportation
infrastructure. By some accounts, the
U.S. ranks 50th or worse in comparison
to other industrialized nations, in
terms of per capita investment in in-
frastructure. It is outrageous.

Everybody knows that efficient
transportation helps us move goods,
helps us move people, helps us become
more efficient, more competitive, and
provide for a quality of life far better
than that which is saddled with air pol-
lution, delays caused by congestion,
time away from family, and time away
from business appointments.

Mr. President, one of the things that
we talked about and all of us feel so
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deeply here about is the diminution of
the quality of life in our country,
about how difficult it is for families to
make a living where both mother and
dad go out to work because it requires
two workers to earn what one used to
earn. Do you know who pays the heavi-
est price for that? It is the children. It
is those who miss parental contact dur-
ing the evening hours and the daytime
hours.

If this transportation system of ours
continues to break down, continues to
lack the ability to service our needs, it
will impose an even heavier burden on
the family. It is pretty simple.

So, Mr. President, I am going to sup-
port this bill. It is the best that we
could get done in the current budg-
etary environment. The administration
has signaled definitively that President
Clinton will sign this conference re-
port.

There are only 2 other appropriations
bills that have been signed out of the 13
thus far. That is military construction
and agriculture. We will look forward
to having this bill signed. We also ask
our colleagues who are in committees
of jurisdiction—the Commerce Com-
mittee and the Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee on which I sit, to
expedite their action on the transpor-
tation authorization bills. Those bills,
like this bill, will be critical to the
functioning of our country.

Mr. President, with that I yield the
floor.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. GORTON] is
recognized.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I under-
stand that the distinguished senior
Senators from West Virginia and Ari-
zona wish to be heard on this issue, and
I understand that each wishes that we
have a recorded vote.

Accordingly, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the conference committee re-
port.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. BYRD addressed the chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRIST). The Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. BYRD] is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I did not
sign the conference report on the
Transportation appropriations bill.
Why did I not sign the conference re-
port? I did not sign it because 1
thought that it was patently unfair in
its treatment of rural States like my
own State of West Virginia. Why did I
think that it was patently unfair to
rural States like my own State of West
Virginia? Because it does not allow one
single dollar for the earmark of high-
way Dprojects—not one—while it pro-
ceeds to earmark $687 million for 31
rail transit projects in many areas of
the country, and it also earmarks $333
million in 81 instances for buses and
bus-related facilities throughout the
country. In other words, the conference
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report contains 112 earmarks amount-
ing to over $1 billion for mass transit
projects in urban areas and areas more
densely populated, while it refuses to
earmark one thin dime for areas that
are not served by mass transit but
which have to depend upon highways
for the transportation of people and
goods.

Mr. President and Senators, lend me
your ears! I come not to bury mass
transit projects but to praise them. I
compliment Senators and Members of
the other body who have successfully
made the case for earmarking mass
transit and bus moneys for cities and
towns in their States and congressional
districts. They are doing exactly what
they should be doing. I do not find
fault with that. I come not to bury jus-
tified earmarks but to praise them. I
have always believed that the elected
representatives of the people in Con-
gress, both Houses, are in a better posi-
tion to know the needs of their con-
stituents in the States and congres-
sional districts they serve than is some
unelected bureaucrat downtown who
otherwise would make the arbitrary
decisions as to how much and where
transportation dollars will be spent.

I have been in the Senate 37 years,
and I have been a member of the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee
throughout all of those 37 years. I was
chairman of the Senate Appropriations
Subcommittee on Transportation, the
subcommittee which has jurisdiction
over this bill. I was chairman of that
Subcommittee on Transportation from
March 31, 1971, to July 18, 1975—in
other words, over 4 years. I served as
chairman of the Senate Appropriations
Committee for 6 years during the 101st,
102d and the 103d Congresses, and I
never—never—opposed the earmarking
of appropriate moneys for rail and
other mass transit projects. At the
same time, I have also supported the
earmarking of moneys for meritorious
highway projects, not just in West Vir-
ginia but throughout the TUnited
States. Yet, in this conference report
on appropriations for transportation,
highway projects are blatantly—bla-
tantly—discriminated against. There is
not one copper penny—not one—not
one copper penny for highway projects.

Is that wise? Is that good national
transportation policy? Are highways
not an important part of the national
transportation system?

When the Transportation appropria-
tions bill was passed by the Senate, it
contained $39.5 million for nine high-
way demonstration projects through-
out the country. One of these projects,
costing $9 million, was in West Vir-
ginia.

Mr. President, $39.56 million for high-
way transportation projects is mere
chicken feed—chicken feed—as com-
pared with $1 billion for mass transit
and bus transportation; yet, it was at
least chicken feed. The House conferees
on the Transportation appropriations
bill took the position that no moneys—
none—no moneys could be earmarked
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for highways. No matter how needed,
highway projects were to get zero dol-
lars—zero dollars! A policy had been
laid down by the House Appropriations
Subcommittee chairman that there
would be no highway funds earmarked
at all—none! It is my understanding
that several Members of the House of
Representatives sought to have funding
for highway projects included in the
bill, but they were confronted with the
policy that was to be the rule of
thumb, the line in the sand—no high-
way projects; none!

There have been news reports that
earmarkings were being done away
with in the Transportation bill; there
would be no more such earmarkings.
The so-called ‘‘pork-busters’ breathed
a sigh of relief—hallelujah! No ear-
marks! Henceforth, highway moneys
should be distributed strictly by for-
mula. Thus, a level playing field, it was
claimed, was being created for the dis-
tribution of highway dollars. A new
breed of legislator was in the saddle.
Move over, John Wayne, a new breed of
legislator was in the saddle. ‘“‘Down
with earmarks’ was the battle cry!

Yet, Mr. President, earmarking is
not dead. It is very much alive and is
more robust than ever. And the Trans-
portation appropriations conference re-
port is proof of it with $1,020,000,000—
that is $1 for every minute since Jesus
Christ was born—$1,020,000,000 for rail
and other mass transit projects, all
earmarked in this conference report,
all earmarked.

Mr. President, I come not to bury
earmarks, but to praise them. In this
particular bill I support every ear-
mark. But as one who, while serving on
the Appropriations Committee for 37
years, has never objected to the prac-
tice of earmarking, I ask, what jus-
tice—what justice—is there in a trans-
portation policy that blatantly dis-
criminates against highways? What
wisdom, what reasonableness, what
sweet reasonableness, what logic can
there be in a transportation policy
which says, ‘““‘Come one, come all”’ to
earmarks for mass transit, but which
completely closes the door—closes the
door—to highways. How sanctimonious
can we get? On the one hand we say we
have done away with earmarks in the
bill; on the other hand, the bill is full
of earmarks. This is sheer hypocrisy,
sheer hypocrisy.

There is also a $200 million appro-
priation in this conference report for
the Washington metro system. Now, I
do not regret that. I do not oppose that
funding. I have supported the funding
for this Metro mass transit system in
the past. Last year there was $200 mil-
lion; the year before that, there was
$200 million, and I believe the year be-
fore that, there was $170 million for the
Washington metropolitan transit sys-
tem. Fine. I have no problem with that.
Thus, “I am constant as the northern
star, of whose true fix’d and resting
quality there is no fellow in the fir-
mament.”” Hence, Mr. President, I come
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not to bury the Washington metropoli-
tan transit system, but to praise it.

I have been much criticized in past
years for getting earmarks for highway
projects in West Virginia. The cynics
call these highway projects ‘‘pork.”
Are mass transit projects pork? I ask
you, Mr. President, are mass transit
projects pork? Whether we talk about
mass transit or whether we talk about
highways, these all constitute infra-
structure. And infrastructure is impor-
tant to the country and the country’s
economy. Both mass transit and high-
ways are important and vital compo-
nents of the national transportation
system. Mass transit can be adapted to
certain areas of the country, but not
all areas. Some areas simply must de-
pend for the most part upon highways.

Why should areas that can only be
served by highways be deprived? Why
should they be denied Federal highway
dollars? Are rural areas not a part of
America? Are the taxpayers who live in
rural areas not Americans, too? Are
not their tax dollars just as good as the
tax dollars of those who live in urban
areas, mass transit areas? A transpor-
tation policy that proclaims to the
skies that earmarks are evil is a sanc-
timonious and hypocritical transpor-
tation policy when it pronounces the
sentence of death on one particular
kind of transportation earmarks, while
loading the bill down with earmarks
for other transportation modes. Such a
transportation policy, Mr. President, is
not only unfair, it is also unwise. It is
penny-wise and pound-foolish. Monies
spent on highways provide not only
short-term jobs but also result in long-
term financial returns for the whole
national economy, many times over.

Now, the ancient Persians knew this.
Darius Hystaspes—the Great—paid
great heed to roads, which he greatly
extended and improved.

The Egyptians, the Carthaginians,
and the Etruscans all built roads. They
did not have mass transit. They did not
have buses. They built roads.

The truly great road builders were
the Romans. We have all heard that all
roads lead to Rome. The Romans knew
how to lay down a solid base and how
to give the road a pavement of flat
stones. They knew that the road must
have a crown, that it must be higher in
the middle so as to drain water away,
and that ditches should be dug along-
side to carry away the water. Some
Roman roads are still in use even
today. And every Senator, I am sure,
who has visited Rome and traveled out
to Tivoli, for example, has traveled on
old Roman roads, built 2,000 years ago.
Great roads the Romans built that men

might meet,
And walls to keep strong men apart, secure;
Now centuries are gone, and in defeat,
The walls are fallen, but the roads endure.

Now, by contrast, early roads in
America were very poor. The trip from
New York to Boston in colonial days
was truly an adventure. You can say
that about some of the roads in West
Virginia as well—even today. When I
was in the State legislature 50 years

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ago, almost 50 years ago, 48 years ago,
West Virginia had less than 10 miles of
divided highways.

In the early 1800’s, settlers were mov-
ing in great numbers to the West. In
1811, work was begun on a road that led
away from Cumberland, MD, toward
the West. It was to reach as far west as
Vandalia, IL. This was the National
Road, the old Cumberland Road. And I
am sure that the Presiding Officer,
Senator CAMPBELL, who presides over
the Senate today with a degree of skill
and dignity that ‘‘is so rare as a day in
June,” has traveled with his motor-
cycle over that old Cumberland Road.
The Chair is not supposed to respond,
but I see him smiling.

Well, this was the National Road, the
old Cumberland Road. For many years
it was the chief line of travel for thou-
sands of settlers on their way to the
West. Before 1838, Congress had spent
nearly $3 million—think of it; Congress
had spent nearly $3 million—of Federal
funds on that road. Henry Clay was a
strong proponent of getting Congress
to advance money for building the
road. O that Henry Clay were a Mem-
ber of this Senate today! Or a Member
of the other body today—he served in
both bodies; he was once Speaker of the
House. O that he were here today to
plead the cause of highways! He who
advocated his national system of public
improvements that made sense, and
they still make sense today. Henry
Clay was a strong proponent of getting
Congress to advance money for build-
ing that road.

I find it ironic, Mr. President, that

the ancients—the Persians, the
Etruscans, the Egyptians, the
Carthaginians—knew the importance

of having good roads and sought to ex-
pand their network of roads, yet, we in
the Congress, the present-day bene-
ficiaries of the lessons of history, look
upon highways with disdain, as evi-
denced by this transportation appro-
priations conference report.

There were other voices, Mr. Presi-
dent, not so ancient which also may be
summoned in support of building trans-
portation infrastructure. Thomas Bab-
ington Macaulay said: ‘“Of all inven-
tions, the alphabet and the printing
press alone excepted, those inventions
which abridge distance have done most
for the civilization of our species.
Every improvement of the means of lo-
comotion benefits mankind morally
and intellectually, as well as materi-
ally, and not only facilitates the inter-
change of the various productions of
nature and art, but tends to remove na-
tional and provincial antipathies, and
to bring together all of the branches of
the great human family.” That was
Thomas Macaulay.

Francis Bacon, a great English Chan-
cellor, a farsighted and learned man,
said: ‘““There be three things which
make a nation great and prosperous: a
fertile soil; busy workshops; easy con-
veyance for men and goods from place
to place.”

Mr. President, I was in the House of
Representatives when President Eisen-
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hower advocated the Interstate High-
way System, and I supported it. I was
a Member of the U.S. Senate and sup-
ported the creation of the Appalachian
Regional Commission and the estab-
lishment of the network of Appa-
lachian Regional Corridors. I have also
consistently supported Federal funding
in sharing the costs of building those
corridors because of the particular and
unique needs of the 13 States in Appa-
lachia.

When the Democrats were in control
of the Senate during the years 1989
through 1994, I provided allocations, as
chairman of the Senate Appropriations
Committee, that would result in the
funding of transportation projects
across the board—mass transit, bus and
bus-related facilities, as well as high-
ways—and throughout the entire coun-
try. I never took the position that allo-
cations of funds should be for highways
only, I never took the position that al-
locations of funds should be only for
West Virginia, and that earmarks for
other transportation modes should be
eliminated or done away with. I recog-
nized that a national transportation
policy—that is what we are talking
about, a national transportation pol-
icy—should include several different
systems—not just one or two, but sev-
eral, meaning more than two—high-
ways, mass transit, and otherwise. But
that is not the way things are to be
done now that the tables have turned.
For some unfathomable reason—and
“unfathomable” goes deeper than the
deepest part of the broad Pacific
Ocean—highways have been left out!
Out! Out! Out with highways!

Mr. President, during a 12-year pe-
riod, 1973 to 1985, the United States in-
vested three-tenths of 1 percent of its
gross domestic product in infrastruc-
ture annually; during a 12-year period,
the TUnited States invested three-
tenths of 1 percent of its gross domes-
tic product in infrastructure annually.
Canada, meanwhile, invested 1.5 per-
cent; the United Kingdom 1.3 percent;
France invested 2 percent; the then
Federal Republic of Germany invested
2.5 percent; Italy invested 2.7 percent;
Japan invested 5.1 percent of its gross
domestic product in infrastructure an-
nually during that 12-year period. How
did that correspond with those same
countries’ productivity? While the
United States was investing only
three-tenths of 1 percent of its gross
domestic product annually in infra-
structure, its productivity grew only
six-tenths of 1 percent annually, on the
average. In other words, less than 1
percent.

Canada invested 1.5 percent and expe-
rienced productivity growth of 1.3 per-
cent. The United Kingdom invested 1.8
percent and had 1.8 percent produc-
tivity growth. France invested 2 per-
cent and grew 2.3 percent. The Federal
Republic of Germany invested 2.5 per-
cent and enjoyed 2.4 percent produc-
tivity
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growth annually. Italy invested 2.7 per-
cent, which yielded ©productivity
growth of 1.8 percent. In Japan, produc-
tivity growth was 3 percent, while it
invested 5.1 percent of its gross domes-
tic product in infrastructure.

So we can see that nondefense public
investment translates into increased
productivity. Increased productivity
means increased economic growth. In-
creased economic growth means more
jobs and, thus, more income for the
U.S. Treasury. Increased economic
growth also means increased national
security. It also means an enhanced
competitive position for the Nation. It
means a higher standard of living. And
increased public investment also en-
courages increased private investment.
And why not? Why would it not?

Mr. President, if you had a company,
let us say, and you would like to buy a
brand-spanking-new fleet of trucks, all
outfitted in bright red paint and
chrome, how would you like to put
that fleet of new trucks out on roads
that are filled with potholes and on
bridges in need of repair? How would
you like to have your trucks detoured
15, 18, 20 miles around a bridge that was
closed because it was unsafe? How
much would that cost? How much
would it cost you? How much would
that lower your productivity? How
much would that cut into your profits?
You probably would be reluctant to in-
vest in the new trucks at all.

Hence, public investment encourages
private investment and is conducive to
the profitability of the private sector.
Dollars spent on highways not only im-
prove the efficiency, and hence the pro-
ductivity and economic growth of a re-
gion, but they also improve safety on
the highways. The decision to elimi-
nate highway funding earmarks in this
legislation just does not make sense in
terms of our economic growth, our pro-
ductivity growth, our Nation’s trans-
portation needs, our people’s safety, or
an overall viable transportation policy
for this Nation.

Why, then, was such a decision made?
What is really going on in this bill with
regard to highway projects? What
could possibly justify such an arbitrary
and shortsighted view of our Nation’s
transportation needs so as to prompt a
total—total—blackballing of highway
projects?

In my view, such a tunnel-vision ap-
proach could not be engendered by any
reasonable contemplation of what
makes for sound national transpor-
tation policy.

What is going on here is simple knee-
jerk politics. It is a large fandango
aimed at appearing to be ‘‘pure’ on the
subject of transportation pork, a large
fandango aimed at appearing to be pure
on the subject of transportation pork.
Highway demos have, over the years,
gotten a reputation which, in my view,
is largely undeserved. Now that bad
reputation is being exploited for polit-
ical gain—for political reasons.

In news story after news story, high-
way earmarks have been portrayed as a
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useless waste of the taxpayers’ hard-
earned dollars. They exist only to pro-
mote the reputation and electability of
the politician who does the ear-
marking, so the story goes. Thus, to
appear to be virtuous on the subject of
pork, one needs to be tough on that
Satan of spending, that Beelzebub of
budgeting, the demon of deficits—high-
way demos.

If one is sufficiently vociferous in
stomping the serpent of highway
demos, then one can earmark bus and
mass transit projects with random
abandon. We have banished evil from
the kingdom! Now vice can flourish!
Hallelujah, how sweet it is! Evil has
been banished from the kingdom.

Make no mistake about it, targeting
moneys to a specific locality is ear-
marking. That is what has been done in
the case of mass transit and bus mon-
eys in this bill. That is earmarking. If
it moos, gives milk, and has an udder,
it is undoubtedly a cow—even if one in-
sists on saddling it like a horse. It is
still a cow. If it barks, wags its tail,
and lifts its leg, it is a dog, no matter
how loudly one claims that it thrives
only on cat food.

An earmark is an earmark is an ear-
mark is an earmark and no amount of
obfuscation can change that.

The conference agreement before us
will provide $1.665 billion in discre-
tionary grants for mass transit. Not
one penny—not one penny—of that
amount will go to West Virginia. Not
one. Mr. President, $1.665 billion in dis-
cretionary grants for mass transit.
Within this amount, roughly $665 mil-
lion will go out by formula to the
major rail transit systems in our major
urban cities. West Virginia will not see
any of that funding.

West Virginia is not alone. There are
other States, as well.

The remaining $1 billion provided for
transit discretionary grants in this
conference agreement have been com-
pletely earmarked—completely ear-
marked—by the conferees. This in-
cludes $333 million in grants for bus
and bus-related facilities. Yet, there
are only two bus grants that are ex-
pressly authorized to receive appro-
priated funds in the bus category—a
grant for the State of Michigan and a
grant for Altoona, PA. However, the
conferees saw fit to earmark every
penny of the funds available for bus
and bus-related facilities, for a total of
81 projects.

It has not always been the custom to
earmark the entire pot of bus funds.
Under section 3 of the Transit Act,
these funds are to be distributed based
on a merit-based competition con-
ducted by the Federal Transit Adminis-
tration. Indeed, there are currently ap-
plications sitting at the Federal Tran-
sit Administration for more than half a
billion dollars in bus grants. The appli-
cations are there. However, not one—
not one—of these applications will be
entertained in the coming year.

Why? Because every penny has al-
ready been earmarked by the conferees.
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Just 2 years ago, roughly 30 percent of
the funds available for bus and bus fa-
cilities were distributed by competi-
tion. Four years ago, roughly half the
funds were distributed based on com-
petition. In the years before that, the
Congress earmarked anywhere between
9 percent and 28 percent of the total
amount of funding available for bus
grants. The conference report before us
provides $687 million for so-called tran-
sit new starts—$687 million for so-
called transit new starts. These are
major construction projects for new,
expanded transit systems in our major
urban centers.

The conference report agreement ear-
marks every penny made available
under this account for 31 cities across
the country. This is true despite the
fact that the administration saw fit to
request funding for only 12 cities.

Now, I know that it will be claimed
that the Nation’s highway needs can be
completely provided for by formula
funding. Just do it all by formula. Just
mathematically dribble out highway
dollars under an agreed-upon formula.
No deviations, please. We have all the
highway needs of every State com-
pletely scoped out, packaged and
arithmetically calculated, all by for-
mula.

How utterly preposterous! How con-
venient for some States and how detri-
mental for others.

It should not come as a revelation to
anybody that different States have dif-
ferent topographies. Some are flat.
Some are hilly. Some are mountainous.
Some are both flat and hilly. Some are
both flat and mountainous. It should
also not come as an intuitive flash of
genius to anyone that the economies of
the States are different. Some are
rural. Some are agricultural. Others
are urban centers. Some are dependent
upon industry. Many State economies
have a combination of both or all of
these.

If one understands these quite obvi-
ous and undeniable geographic and eco-
nomic differences that exist among the
States, it then follows that some
States will need more mass transit
money, or more bus money, or more
highway money than others. It also
then becomes apparent that an exclu-
sively formula-driven approach to
highway funding is not going to ad-
dress the highway needs of each and
every State. It costs from $10 to $18
million a mile to build four-lane high-
ways in the State of West Virginia. We
have mountains, more than a million
hills and mountains in West Virginia.
It also, then, becomes apparent that an
exclusively formula-driven approach to
highway funding is not going to ad-
dress the highway needs of each and
every State.

Thus, the reason for earmarking of
highway dollars—in order to address
the deficiencies of the Federal highway
formula in certain States—can easily
be understood, can easily be under-
stood by those who want to under-
stand.
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Take a State like West Virginia. We
are mostly rural, heavily forested, very
mountainous, have very little flat land
and few cities of any size. We have few
airports, sparse airline service, and
heavy fog which frequently impairs
landings and takeoffs.

West Virginia receives almost no
funding from the $1.5 billion airport
improvement program. The most for-
mula funding that my State of West
Virginia has ever received from that
program was $4.3 million in 1 year.
West Virginia ranks 49th in the Nation
in the number of air passengers.

I do not like to ride airplanes. When
I was a little boy I would write to all of
the companies that were advertising in
publications that had anything to do
with aviation. I thought someday I
would like to be an aviator, and sail
through the clouds with the greatest of
ease. It did not work out like that. I
am not so wild about flying anymore.

So we are 49th among the States with
reference to air passengers. Compare
that to the Dallas-Ft. Worth Airport
that has received more than $100 mil-
lion in a single year for the expansion
of that airport from the Airport Im-
provement Program. Is that pork?

The airport in Charleston, West Vir-
ginia—probably the State’s busiest air-
port—was built by hacking off the top
of several mountain peaks, shoving
that dirt into the valleys and then
smoothing and leveling that newly-cre-
ated surface to make a runway. On a
foggy morning, taking off or landing at
Charleston can be an exciting experi-
ence. And it can also be a fatal one, as
we have seen. So, there are not large
airports, and therefore, some busi-
nesses are reluctant to come to my
State because of that drawback. Like-
wise, Dblasting through mountains,
building tunnels through mountains—
John Henry has been dead a long, long
time—blasting tunnels through moun-
tains, under valleys and riverbeds in
order to build tunnels for mass transit
is not extremely practical, to say the
least. We have almost no mass transit
activity in West Virginia. Can you
imagine speed rail transit in West Vir-
ginia?

We have almost no mass transit. Of
the $2.5 billion that was distributed by
formula to the States for mass transit
assistance in fiscal year 1995, guess how
much West Virginia received? Of the
$2.5 billion, West Virginia received less
than $650,000. It received $642,000, less
than $1 million out of $2.5 billion. That
is why we need highways. I know they
are looked upon with scorn in some
quarters. But West Virginia is part of
the Union, the only State that was
torn from another State in the throes
of a great Civil War. It became a Union
State in 1863.

For this coming fiscal year, the con-
ference agreement will lower that level
of assistance to West Virginia to
$515,000. Out of the $2.5 billion, West
Virginia will get a half-million. Think
of it. I am not complaining about that.
God, in his masterful design, in all of
that process of creation, made West
Virginia mountainous, so we do not
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have mass transit. We have to depend
upon highways. West Virginia, there-
fore, receives very little mass transit
money, no new airport funds, and is,
therefore, left almost completely de-
pendent upon highway funds to satisfy
its transportation needs.

Come on, pork busters! Go with me
to West Virginia! For commerce, for
tourist travel, travel by people within
the State and by people passing
through on their way to somewhere
else, means, for the most part, highway
travel, and we need highways. High-
ways are West Virginia’s only ticket—
only ticket to economic development.

My State is a poor State. Thank God
for West Virginia. It is a land of moun-
tains by God’s great will, and it pro-
duces mountain men and women. Yes,
it is a poor State, always has been,
trampled by outside interests. One day
I will talk about the great coal barons
who lived outside the State but who
took the State’s resources with the
blood and the sweat and the tears of
mountaineers who helped to build
those fortunes for the absentee owners.
So, my State is a poor State, and with-
out adequate highways we will always
remain so.

Then, there is the issue of safety.
That affects everybody. I was in one
head-on collision in West Virginia, on
West Virginia State Route 2, in which
the driver of the other car was killed.

Safety is important. Again, let us
look at my State of West Virginia. As
I have said, there is very little flat
land. We have roads in some areas that
have more hairpin curves than they do
straight stretches. They are narrow
winding, twisting roads, snaking
around and over mountains and up and
down steep valleys. In the rain, in the
snow, in the dark, in the fog, it is quite
a harrowing ride in many parts of West
Virginia. Lives have been lost again
and again because of these narrow,
two-lane, twisting ribbons that criss-
cross my State. I know. I have tra-
versed almost all of them at some time
or other.

It would be an education for some
Members to travel with me on some
rainy night in the fog when the head-
lights barely penetrate a car length.
Perhaps I should invite some of the op-
ponents of highway money to ride
along with me, so that they might
enjoy the full flavor of unimproved,
two-lane mountain highways. I daresay
their antiperspirant would fail them.
Maybe then—just maybe—a little sym-
pathy might be forthcoming with re-
gard to those evil highway projects.

This is what my people endure daily
in West Virginia. This is what travelers
passing through my State contend
with. This is what truck drivers—
whose time is money—have to deal
with when they take a load through
West Virginia.

But, what is West Virginia in the
grand scheme of things? We are small.
We are poor. Who cares about our safe-
ty or our economic plight? Maybe we
should just crawl back into our hollows
and mountain caves and stop bothering
everybody.
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A patchwork quilt of a nation, where
some States thrive and others wither,
is not a prescription for a strong na-
tional economy. An unbalanced trans-
portation policy, like the one promul-
gated in this conference report, is a
major contributor to that checkered
economic picture, and it will not serve
this Nation well.

So we can beat our breasts. We can
beat our breasts and proclaim to the
highest heavens that we have elimi-
nated the earmarks in this bill. But
that claim is false. The earmarks are
there. They are a little disguised per-
haps, but they are there.

We can wave our swords and rejoice
that we have slain the dragon of high-
way demos in this bill. That claim is
true. But, that dragon is not a dragon
at all, and slaying it will only result in
the killing of the economic hopes of
rural states dependent on highways for
prosperity.

Mr. President, Daniel Webster made
my case in 1830 in his second reply to
Hayne. On Tuesday, January 26, 1830,
he said,

I look wupon a road the

. over
Alleghanies—

He was talking about West Virginia
except West Virginia was not a State
at that time.

I look wupon a vroad the

P over
Alleghanies—

This is not ROBERT C. BYRD talking;
this is Daniel Webster, the god-like
Daniel.

... I 1look upon a road over the
Alleghanies, a canal round the falls of the
Ohio, or a canal or railway from the Atlantic
to the Western waters.

He did not limit it to just one mode

of transportation. He was talking
about them all. He said,
I 1look wupon a road over the

Alleghanies, a canal round the falls of the
Ohio, or a canal or railway from the Atlantic
to the Western waters, as being an object
large and extensive enough to be fairly said
to be for the common benefit. . . . We [New
Englanders] look upon the states, not as sep-
arated, but as united . . . We do not impose
geographical limits to our patriotic feeling
or regard; we do not follow rivers and moun-
tains, and lines of latitude, to find bound-
aries, beyond which public improvements do
not benefit us . . . if I were to stand up here
and ask, what interest has Massachusetts in
a railroad in South Carolina? I should not be
willing to face my constituents. These same
narrow-minded men would tell me, that they
had sent me to act for the whole country,
and that one who possessed too little com-
prehension, either of intellect or feeling, one
who was not large enough, both in mind and
in heart, to embrace the whole, was not fit
to be entrusted with the interest of any part.

That was Daniel Webster. O that we
had Webster, or Clay, or both of them
in the Senate today. Or in the other
body, because they saw beyond the ho-
rizon. They saw beyond the geo-
graphical limitations, beyond the lines
of latitude and the rivers and the
ridges of the mountains. They saw a
great
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country benefiting by that which bene-  Project location and purpose House Senate Conference Project location and purpose House Senate Conference
fited one part. State of Ilinois; buses ..... 20,000,000 0 16850000 Wisconsin: State of Wisconsin;

Mr. President, I do not ask others to indiana: DUSES. . 20,000,000 0 10,000,000
vote against this conference report. As ggﬂnaggnﬂéTnTeurdeTsf? 520,000 0 260,000 Total 333000000 333000000 333,000,000
I say, I support every mass transit ear- cility ... 5,000,000 0 2500000 — — — —
mark in the conference report. I sup- State of Indiana; buses and ;

t b d b fp ilit D bus facilities ............... 13,000,000 0 6,500,000 The conference agreement provides for the
bor k‘?VBg us fan us actl 11% earg Kentucky: Lexington; buses ... 2,000,000 0 1,000000 following distribution of the recommended
mark in the conference report. 0 not Louisiana: ; : .

: New Orleans; bus facility .. ,000, ,000,
come to bury earmarks, Mr. President 0 ¢ 6,000,000 0 3000000 funding for mass transit systems as follows:
. ’ . 7 N New Orleans; buses .. 12,000,000 0 6,000,000 Project Amount
I come to praise them. But I will vote Saint Barnard Parish; inter- .
against this conference report modal faciliy ... 3,000,000 0 1500000 Atlanﬁa'tNOI“th Springs $42.410.000
. . Massachusetts: Worcester; Project ......oovvviiiiiiiiiinnnn s s

We are one country, Mr. President, intermodal center ............. 4,000,000 0 2,000,000 .
and we ought to have a transportation W Tabse Tet a0 1600000 13000000 Sozl)lth BOS‘EOH Plers (MOS- 20,060,000

. thority, Maryland; buses ...... ,000, ,000, ,000, ProjJect .......ooovieiiiinnnn s s
poh(;:y fthit age?uately ad(}lf’gsss,su ‘%he MiCLh‘ga": ntermodal t Canton-Akron-Cleveland

. - ansing intermodal trans- N .
foeds 9 ftue e ehcotlntfl“st’h ¢ Jondabl portation Cener .......... 0 4180000 200000  commuter rail project ... 2,250,000
ore us falls far Sort of Lhab ‘andable st of Mg, ISTEA Cincinnati Northeast/
goal. set-aside requirement ... 10,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 .
I shall vote against this conference Mnnesota Metiopoitan Coun- Northern Kentucky rail
cil, Minnesota; articulated line project ......ccccoeenvennes 1,000,000
i i - 15,000,000 0 7,500,000 .
roport In prctest o the unwse trne
. " Kansas City; Union Station LRT project ....cccoevevenennn. 16,941,000
. intermodal .......cooccorevrvennns 0 13,000,000 6,500,000 .
thli/?rblgresident I ask unanimous con- st Lous, et bis i DART North Central light
. ’ N hase ... 0 10,000,000 3,500,000 rail extension project ..... 3,000,000
sent that a table showing earmarks
. N 0 11.000,000 7.000.000 Dallas-Fort Worth
p,rOVIdEd for bus and ,bus_rela‘ted facili- North Carolina: State of North o o RAILTRAN project ........ 6,000,000
ties, and one showing earmarks for Carolina; buses and bus fa- Florida Tri-County com
; ; ; CIlItIS oo 10,000,000 0 5,000,000 - -
gEascs);;answ systems, be printed in the L muter rail project ........... 10,000,000
. Garden State Parkway; park- .

There being no objection, the mate- n-fide at interchange 165 0 2300000 1150000 Houston — Regional Bus

. . . Hamilton Township; inter- Project .ooovvviiiiiinininninanns 22,630,000
rial was ordered to be printed in the modal facility/bus main- Jack ille ASE t
RECORD., as follows: 1BNAMCE v 0 25000000 12,500,000 +@CXSONVILe exten-

’ : Nevada: Clark County, Nevada; sion project ......c.ceeeeinnns 9,720,625

. BUS AI\;D BUS-RELATED FACIEITIES y Nevljugsgrskland bus facility ... 14,000,000 20,000,000 17,000,000 Los Angeles Metro Rail

€  conlerence  agreemen provides Abany; bUSES —............... 0 10,000,000 5,000,000 (MOS-3) ceoiiiiiieeiiiiiieen, 85,000,000
$333,000,000 for the replacement, rehabilita- Buffalo; Crossroads inter- Los Aneeles-San Dieco
tion, and purchase of buses and related modal station ... 1,000,000 0 500,000 commuger rail project g 8.500.000
equipment and the construction of bus-re- hz‘;vgrlf)':h"e‘“e.miﬁf;modal - 0 3000000 1,500,000 proj O
lated facilities. The conferees agree that the facility .... 1,500,000 0 750,000 MARQ commuter rail
recommended funding should be distributed New York City; natural gas Project ... 10,000,000
as follows: Rer?sl’ssjzgfe:r‘]'ggr;f;'a"‘"sta 0 10000000 5000000 pNfaryland Central Corridor

- - - HON oo 7,500,000 7,500,000 7,500,000 LRT project ........ccoeeeene 15,315,000
Project location and purpose House Senate Ci Rocl G buses 0 1,400,000 700,000 Miami-North 27th Avenue

Syracuse; buses ................. 2,000,000 0 1,000,000 s
Arkl_ai?tslgsf:iock central Arkansas Syracuse; intermodal station 2,000,000 0 1,000,000 Project ... 2,000,000

transit transfer faclty .. 0 $1,000,000 0 Wesnosun bus sy aso0000 D 520000 Memphg T Plan e Re- 1.950.000

Fayetteville, intermodal Ohio: U T B giona. ai an .. s s

transfer facility .............. 0 5,400,000 y T ~

State of Arkansas; buses . $6,000,000 0 sezonopp  Cleeiand Trkettbus fa- 0 00 o 125000 New Jersey Urban Core-

Calcwfornrl]a:“ Vally: Sunli Columbia; buses 0 10,000,000 0 Secaucus project ............ 80,250,000

O oy e 1,000,000 0 500,000 State of Ohio; buses and New Orleans Canal Street

Longu%egghl%ug“feﬁ;c'é """" o ' bus facilfis .............. 20,000,000 0 15000000 orridor project 5,000,000

) - oregon: e CEEREE B BERER - Corridor project ... ,000,
ment and parts ... 0 3000000 LS00.000  ygisenyite; transit vehicles 0 500000 250000 New York Queens Connec-

Los Angeles; Gateway inter-

i Eugene lane transit district; i 1

Sam:;uceg;ir Yé’.’d’r’b"ii{ié}ﬁ 8,000,000 15,000,000 8,000,000 Tadio systemn | _ 0 1300000 650,000 .tlon DI‘OJeCt. .................... 126,725,125

modal center . 0 10000000 500,000 Pe'l\'}ggvhae'[‘l'yammy_ busway Pittsburgh Airport Phase 1

ggg F:ggg:ggg gx??eTSADA ... 13,480,000 0 6,740,000 systen i 8,000,000 10,000,000 9,000,000 Project .ooooveviviiiiiiiiniiiinans 22,630,000

Ay : Altoona; ISTEA set-aside re- Portland-Westside LRT

compliance/paratransit ... 0 4,460,000 2,230,000 ©

San Gabriel Valley; Foothill Quitement ......... 2,000,000 0 1000000 project ....ccceeeeiiianes 130,140,000

bus facilities .. 12,500 000 0 9.750.000 Beaver County, bus facmty 1,600,000 3,300,000 2,450,000 T e rrrmrrmmrmrereeneene o ’ ’

CRTD renlare. o e Erie; intermodal complex ..... 0 8,000,000 4,000,000 Sacramento LRT extension

San Joaquin, RTD replace

ment ... I 0 10560000 5,280,000 Norrtnhomilggnetlgrhia; inter- 5000000 0 3000000 ProJECt .vovvvvveeieirierienan. 2,000,000

™ 3000000 O 1300000 gy delphia; buses . 3,000,000 0 1500000 St. Louis Metro Link LRT

: ilitiag Philadelphia; Chestnut roject 12,500,000

Ventua oty bis asiy 1200000 0 UGogn  Steevaltematue fued prol

Yolo County; DUSES e 3/000,000 0 1,500,000 Phl‘fgggﬁm--l-lﬂ o 0 2000000 1000000 Salt Laéie City light rail 0,759,500
Colorado: Fort Collins and Project .....oooevvviiiiiiiiiinninn s s

Greeley; buses ................ 2,500,000 0 1250000 . 15,000,000 0 7500000 :

nter- e " Tennessee: Nashville, Ten- San Francisco BART ex-
el coter e e 3,000,000 0 1500000 . nessee; electric buses . 600,000 0 300000  tension Project ............. 10,000,000
. . exas: )
D ey e of Delaveres 000 0 1350000  Corpus Christi; buses, dis- San Juan, Puerto Rico
Florida: Y - Dfittchiﬂg system, and fa- 0 1600000 2450000 Tren Urbano project ....... 7,500,000
‘ . cilities f ) ¥ )

Mo oo U 00000 16000000 10000000 Corpus Chrst bus faciiies 2500000 0 0 Tampa to Lakeland com-

. o o o El Paso; buses, equipment muter rail project ........... 500,000

Orlgzgobpléyrr]a);irlllgsfeasciz?i?f e 8,500,000 0 4,250,000 and facilities .. 6,000,000 05,200,000 ; prod ;

Palm Beach County; bus fa- El Paso; bus equipment 2,900,000 0 0 ngteh;vn kfeII\’Iry ;erflrillnal, 2,500,000

cility 4,000,000 0 2,000,000 El Paso; satellite transit ter» ew York, New York ...... ,600,

Volusia County; buses and JLLLL: 1,500,000 0 0 . .

park and fde facility 2,500,000 0 1,250,000 Robstown/Corpus Christi Wisconsin  central com-

Georgia: Atlanta; buses 7,500,000 0 3,750,000 {Jrl;zsﬁ?eggic(s&zlfurb cuts/ 0 800,000 0 muter project ................. 14,400,000
Hawaii: Honolulu, Oahu; AR T ) 5

Kuakini medical center Utah: Utah Transit Authority, Burlington-Charlotte,

parking acility ... 0 8,000,000 4,000,000 Utah; bUSES .......oooovererererennn. 3,500,000 0 1,750,000 Vermont commuter rail
lowa Virginia: Richmond; downtown i

mes, Marshaltown, intermodal Station ......... 0 10000000 5000000  PTOIECT s 5,650,000

Ottumwa, Regions 6, 14, Vermont: SOUTH-NORTH CORRIDOR PROJECT

15, 16; buses and bus State of Vermont; buses and

facilities ... . 4,000,000 0 2,350,000 bus facilities ................ 0 6,000,000 3,000,000 The conferees note that the Oregon legisla-

Ce?ré:(r: %ﬂglggnsggmdmﬂic.:... 0 2,960,000 1,200,000 Wa'\slli?i?glfur\f”ey; pus upgrades ° 2000000 000,000 ture and Portland area voters have approved

Ottumwa; global positioning o o Everett; intermodal center .. 0 7000000 3500000 $850 million in local and state funds for the

equipment ... 0 700,000 0 Pierce County; Tacoma South-North corridor project. The conferees

Waterloo; intermodal bus fa- Dome station .................. 3,000,000 5,000,000 5,000,000 . .

Y o 0 1360000 670,000 Seattle; MetroKing County support the inclusion of the South-North

State of lowa; buses, equip- multimodal ..........ccccooeece 0 4,000,000 2,000000 corridor in the Portland area program of

ment, and facilities ....... 0 8,000,000 4,280,000 Seattle/King County; Seattle i i ]
llngis: metro bus purchase . 2500000 10,000000 6,250,000 ?‘terrf’late? proéemsd and n(f.te ﬂ?t a project

Chicago replacement buses/ Wenatchee; Chelan-| Duuglas inancing plan, based on a discretionary (sec-

communications system .. 0 13,700,000 0 multimodal . . 0 2,000,000 0 tion 3) share of fifty percent of the total
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project costs, will be considered should the
Portland region seek funding for this
project.

ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

The conferees are concerned with the delay
of the Federal Transit Administration in ob-
ligating the funds previously provided in fis-
cal years 1994 and 1995 for the Orange County
Transitway project. The conferees are con-
cerned that the FTA may fail to recognize
that the Anaheim Intermodal Transpor-
tation Center is not an element of the
Transitway project. The conferees, therefore,
direct the FTA to work expeditiously to obli-
gate these funds once all pending planning
and financial issues are addressed ade-
quately.

KANSAS CITY

Although no funds have been provided for
the Kansas City, Missouri light rail project,
the conferees believe that based on the re-
sults of the recently completed major invest-
ment study, the project may have merit and
therefore encourage project sponsors to con-
tinue to seek federal support in the future.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield the
floor, and I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———————

THE RECONCILIATION BILL

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I heard a
great deal of blather this morning
about tricking and treating, about that
great reconciliation bill that was
passed last Friday—it may have been a
little after midnight—and that that
was a great treat for the American peo-
ple.

Mr. President, here it is on my desk.
The white papers represent the Senate
amendment; the 1,862 pages just in the
white. The two blue volumes, 1,839
pages, represent the House reconcili-
ation bill.

These 1,839 pages that represent the
House reconciliation bill were given 6
hours—all of 6 hours—of debate in the
other body. Think of it, 6 hours! And
the 1,862 pages in the Senate amend-
ment were given 20 hours, plus 1 addi-
tional hour, I believe, on the Roth
amendment, and a minute equally di-
vided on each of various and sundry
other amendments. So there you have
it, 1,862 pages, a little over 20 hours,
parts of 4 days in the Senate!

Now, who under God’s vast Heaven
knows what is in this bill? Not one
Senator, not one Senator out of the 100
Senators, knew when he cast his vote
for or against that monstrosity, not
one knew what he was voting on! No
single committee held hearings on all
of this. Different committees held dif-
ferent hearings on parts of it. But no
committee person, no committee chair-
man, no Member of the Senate, no staff
person knew everything that Senators
were voting on, and most Senators
knew very little about it. We simply
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rubberstamped the package that was
sent to the Senate by the Senate Budg-
et Committee, and not all of the mem-
bers of that committee knew what they
were sending to the Senate. Is that leg-
islating? Is that trick or treating?

Mr. President, those who wish to pro-
claim to the high heavens that this is
a great masterpiece will come to find
that ‘‘Confusion now hath made his
masterpiece,” and the worm will turn!
The American people are going to find
out in due time about the Senate’s
handiwork and the handiwork of the
other body—what we passed for a law.

We might as well have been blind-
folded. We might as well have had our
ears plugged. When a pile of paper like
that is acted upon in the course of 42
hours—including time consumed by
roll calls—under the restrictions that
govern the actions of the Senate on a
reconciliation bill, how can one say
that the Senate has not perpetrated a
gigantic fraud upon the American peo-
ple? The people send us here to know
what we are doing, to know what we
are voting on, and we did not. We did
not. And God knows that in the heart
of every Senator, that Senator has to
admit that he did not know what was
in that bill. He knew a little here and
a little there, but he did not know
most of what is in that bill.

So there you have it. That is the co-
lossal trick or treat of the century!
Right there it is. Halloween came last
Friday. It is over! The kids may go
around tonight and pick up a little
candy and chewing gum, here and
there, but the American people got
theirs last Friday night!

Now the two bodies, the conferees of
the two bodies have to meet and go
over all of this mass of wood pulp and
try to make sense out of it and then
bring back what will result from the
conference, the resolution of the dif-
ferences between the two bodies. And
who knows what differences there are?
We will have that conference report up
before the Senate one day.

There is no legal requirement, there
is no constitutional requirement that I
know of that says the Senate has to
pass a reconciliation bill. Show me! I
do not know of any. There is no doubt
that there would be some serious budg-
etary consequences that would flow
from not having a reconciliation bill
but we do not have to have one. All we
have to do is pass the appropriations
bills, raise the debt limit and go home.

Think of it! If we continue to go
down that road, all we will need to do
is show up for a week, 10 days perhaps,
during a whole year. Except for the
Byrd rule, if the Senate so instructs
the committees, all the committees
could just send to the Budget Com-
mittee—it is not the Budget Commit-
tee’s fault—all the other committees
could just send to the Budget Com-
mittee whatever their pleasures might
be, and the Budget Committee would
be forced to put all those into one mas-
sive bill, and we could just pass that
one bill and pass one omnibus appro-
priations bill and go home. Hot ziggedy
dog, go home!
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Just spend just a few days here, we
have a few votes, go home! Just pass
one bill! Just rubber stamp whatever
the Budget Committee is forced to send
to the Senate floor. Rubber stamp it!
That would be another trick or treat
for the American people.

Well, Mr. President, it seems to me it
is preposterous to even claim that we
are legislating with any knowledge or
wisdom of what we are doing when we
last week passed a bill like that. It was
a joke we played on the American peo-
ple—and a bad one.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair, and

I thank all Senators, and I yield the
floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THANKING SENATE STAFF

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the con-
ference report has been the subject of
praise and criticism and blame. Let me
take this opportunity to express my
appreciation and, I am sure, the Sen-
ate’s appreciation to the floor staff
under the direction of the Secretary of
the Senate, Kelly Johnston, for the
outstanding service that the floor staff
provided to the Senate during the
lengthy debate on the reconciliation
bill that was passed in the early hours
of the morning on Saturday, October
28.

I commend the hard work and long
hours of the legislative clerk, Scott
Bates, and his able assistant, David
Tinsley, as well as the bill clerk,
Kathie Alvarez. But most particularly,
Mr. President, I applaud the out-
standing efforts of the office of the
Parliamentarian of the Senate, the
staff of very hard-working and dedi-
cated professionals. That office is
under the supervision of the Senate
Parliamentarian, Bob Dove. And he is
very ably assisted by Alan Frumin,
Kevin Kayes, and Beth Smerko, as well
as Sally Goffinet.

The reconciliation bill that the Sen-
ate adopted last week was a massive
and complicated omnibus bill. Many
difficult rulings were required of the
Parliamentarian, particularly in the
context of the often maligned Byrd
rule and the need to interpret the con-
sistency or lack thereof of particular
amendments with respect to the Byrd
rule.

In many of these instances, pro-
ponents of amendments argued ada-
mantly and with passion before the
Parliamentarians that their amend-
ments were relevant under the Byrd
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rule and, therefore, qualified for inclu-
sion in the reconciliation bill. The op-
ponents of such amendments argued
just as strongly that a number of these
amendments were extraneous or had no
budgetary impact and, therefore, did
not qualify for inclusion in the rec-
onciliation bill.

The Parliamentarians had the very
difficult task of reaching a final deter-
mination in questions such as these on
the basis of their interpretations of the
requirements of the Budget Act in rela-
tion to the Byrd rule as well as the
precedents of the Senate in this regard.
This is a very difficult and thankless
responsibility, which, to my knowl-
edge, was carried out without excep-
tion on an objective and fair and equi-
table basis in every instance.

So I congratulate the Parliamentar-
ians on their performance in connec-
tion with the record-setting stream of
amendments and the interpretations
that had to be determined in relation
to many of them during the debate on
the reconciliation bill. The Senate and
the American people owe these hard-
working professional staff members our
deep gratitude.

I would be recreant if I did not also
compliment the majority leader, Mr.
DOLE, and the minority leader, Mr.
DASCHLE, and the chairman and the
ranking member of the Senate Budget
Committee, Mr. DOMENICI and Mr.
ExXON. The two managers of the bill
demonstrated great skill, equanimity,
and patience in their work.

The majority leader carried a heavy
burden. I think he was fair. He was
hard driving, but he succeeded in over-
coming the difficulties and problems
and was successful in getting Senate
action on the bill.

Mr. EXON on this side did us all
proud. He likewise was fair, patient,
and is to be greatly commended.

Mr. DOMENICI is one of the brightest
minds in this Senate. That was evi-
denced in the way he conducted himself
during the markup and management of
the bill in the committee and on the
floor.

And our own minority leader dem-
onstrated great understanding and
reached out to all of the members of
the minority, as he always does, and,
in my judgment, did a masterful job in
his work on behalf of the minority and
on behalf of the people that we rep-
resent.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I want
to take a moment to praise the chair-
man and the ranking member of the
Transportation Appropriations Sub-
committee. The conference report they
have brought to Senate demonstrates
their hard work.

Although I would have dealt with
some specific issues differently than
the conferees did, they deserve our
praise.

However, Mr. President, I do want to
comment specifically on a few matters
contained in the bill.

First, the House bill as passed con-
tained numerous provisions making ap-
propriations for certain projects con-
tingent upon authorization. I am dis-
appointed that this language was
dropped in conference.

If we are going to continue to appro-
priate funds for unauthorized
projects—I would hope that if such an
appropriation is made subject to au-
thorization that such language will be
preserved.

Second, I am also concerned that in
certain accounts the funding levels re-
ported out of the conference are higher
than the levels approved by either the
Senate or the House. Reprioritization
of funds in the conference in this man-
ner does raise many legitimate con-
cerns.

Third, the report to accompany the
conferenced bill does contain numerous
earmarks not contained in the reports
that accompanied either the House or
Senate bills. I raise this issue not to
criticize, but instead to emphasize for
the record that such language does not
have the force of law, is not binding,
and should only be considered as a rec-
ommendation to the administration. I
would hope the President and the Sec-
retary of Transportation would use
their own judgment and spend these
funds in a fair, rational manner based
on national priorities.

In past years the Transportation ap-
propriations bill has been riddled with
earmarks and pork. I am pleased that
this year’s bill contains substantially
fewer earmarks. To be certain, it does
contain earmarks and some pork that I
would like to have seen been dropped.
But on the whole, the bill deserves our
praise and support.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the conference report to
the Department of Transportation and
Related Agencies appropriations bill
for fiscal year 1996.

I commend both the distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, Chairman HATFIELD, and the
chairman of the House Appropriations
Subcommittee on Transportation, Con-
gressman WOLF, for bringing us a bal-
anced bill considering current budget
constraints.

The conference report provides $12.7
billion in budget authority and $11.9
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billion in new outlays to fund the pro-
grams of the Department of Transpor-
tation, including Federal-aid highway,
mass transit, aviation, and maritime
activities.

When outlays from prior-year budget
authority and other completed actions
are taken into account, the bill totals
$13.1 billion in budget authority [BA]
and $37.3 billion in new outlays.

The subcommittee is $18 million in
BA below its 602(b) allocation, and it is
essentially at its outlay allocation.

I urge adoption of the conference re-
port.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table displaying the Budget
Committee scoring of the final bill be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

TRANSPORTATION SUBCOMMITTEE—SPENDING TOTALS—
CONFERENCE REPORT

[Fiscal year 1996, in millions of dollars]

Budget

authority Outlays

Nondefense discretionary:
Outlays from prior-year BA and other actions
leted 382 25,376
12,100 11,378

H.R. 2002, conference report ..........co..coeervverns
Scorekeeping adjustment

Subtotal nondefense discretionary ............... 12,482 36,754
Mandatory:
Outlays from prior-year BA and other actions
leted 60
H.R. 2002, conference report ........cooccvevvverenns 582 521
Adjustment to conform mandatory programs
with Budget Resolution assumptions ............ 2 -0

Subtotal mandatory .........cc.ccoooeerieriiinninns 584 581

Adjusted bill total ........oocoooeeriiniiriiiriririnens 13,066 37,335
Senate Subcommittee 602(b) allocation:
Defense discretionary
Nondefense discretionary ...
Violent crime reduction trust fund
Mandatory 584 581

12,500 36,754

Total allocation .............cccoeverreveeererneeereriiiennes 13,084 37,335
Adjusted bill total compared to Senate Sub-
committee 602(b) allocation:
Defense discretionary
Nondefense discretionary .........c.coeevvreenenns
Violent crime reduction trust fund

Yy

Total allocation

Note.—Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for
i with current ing conventions.

TASMAN LIGHT RAIL CORRIDOR, SANTA CLARA
COUNTY, CA.

o Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I would
like to ask the distinguished chairman
of the Appropriations Committee if he
would engage in a brief colloquy with
myself and my colleague from Cali-
fornia, Senator FEINSTEIN, regarding a
critical San Francisco Bay area trans-
portation project.

Mr. HATFIELD. I would be pleased to
address this issue with the Senators
from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. The Tasman corridor light rail
project is an integral piece of the local
rail agreement fashioned by our re-
gional metropolitan planning organiza-
tion, the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission [MTC]. All of the bay area
jurisdictions are a party to this agree-
ment which represents the best in local
planning and decisionmaking. When
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the California Supreme Court on Sep-
tember 28, invalidated our so-called
Measure A, a half-cent sales tax dedi-
cated to many important highway,
commuter rail and transit construction
projects, the planned-for local match
for the Tasman project appeared to be
lost. Due to the perseverance of all in-
volved, in the few short weeks since
that ruling the Tasman corridor plan
has been revised to reflect the new fis-
cal realities. It has been proposed that
only the west extension to Mountain
View be built at this time. The 7.5-mile
line will cost $125 million less than the
original project, and only 50 percent of
its funding will be derived from Fed-
eral section 3 new start funds. Of the
$122 million in proposed new starts
funding, some $33 million has already
been appropriated and dedicated to the
Tasman project by the MTC. The re-
mainder of the funding will come from
identified State, local and flexible Fed-
eral funding sources authorized under
the Intermodal Surface Transportation
and Efficiency Act [ISTEA]. This re-
vised plan has the unanimous support
of Santa Clara County’s Transit Agen-
cy Board, and I expect shortly will be
approved by the MTC and later in-
cluded in the California Transportation
Commission’s revised State Transpor-
tation Improvement Program.

I would like to ask the distinguished
chairman whether in view of these
positive developments, and in def-
erence to the local and regional plan-
ning process which has served us so
well, he would agree to the following:
that if the revised Tasman project se-
cures all requisite Federal, State, and
regional approvals in a timely fashion,
the $33 million in unobligated balances
referenced in the conference report
may be provided by the MTC for the
commencement of construction on the
Tasman west extension.

Mr. HATFIELD. Yes, that is my un-
derstanding.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chairman
for his understanding and thoughtful
response. At this time I would yield to
my distinguished colleague from Cali-
fornia, Senator FEINSTEIN, for addi-
tional comments.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I applaud the ef-
forts of many in the bay area who
moved quickly after the court’s ruling
to make the necessary modifications to
the proposed Tasman corridor exten-
sion. This project is even more cost ef-
fective and compelling today and re-
flects creative land use planning and
promising joint development opportu-
nities. The bay area congressional dele-
gation has rallied around this impor-
tant project. A similar colloquy oc-
curred in the House with Transpor-
tation Appropriations Subcommittee
Chairman FRANK WOLF. Our efforts
here today represent an important re-
affirmation of the value of local and re-
gional planning and decision making, a
focus consistent with the goals of
ISTEA and more likely to ensure time-
ly and cost-effective project comple-
tion. I look forward to working with
you, Chairman HATFIELD, in making
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certain that the plan for the Tasman
west extension is financially sound and
continues to enjoy the broad-based sup-
port it has in the past.e
FERRY BOATS AND FISHERIES

e Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I
would like to take a moment to ad-
dress a section of the Transportation
appropriations bill that speaks to Fed-
eral aid to highways. Specifically, I
wish to point out that the Senate in-
cluded $17 million for ferry boats and
facilities.

My State of Alaska has critical needs
for a functioning transportation infra-
structure. In the southeastern part of
the State this is accomplished with fer-
rys and aviation. As many Members
know, this part of Alaska has numer-
ous isolated islands, and road systems
that are only local in nature. The ex-
tremely mountainous coastline pro-
hibits the Alaskan southeastern towns,
including the State Capitol of Juneau,
from connecting to any other road sys-
tem in North America. When the
weather is bad, which is quite often in
this part of the world, aviation is of
limited assistance.

Scheduled ferry service is of immeas-
urable assistance to the remote south-
east towns. If available, a share of the
$17 million would be directed to en-
hancing the ferry system between the
towns of Craig, Whale Pass, Blind
Slough, and Wrangell.

I ask the Appropriations Committee
chairman, Senator HATFIELD, if it is
his understanding that Alaska is a
State that can avail itself of a share of
these ferry boats and facilities funds?

Mr. HATFIELD. The Senator from
Alaska is correct. Alaska may apply
for a share of the $17 million dedicated
to ferry boats and facilities.®

ESSENTIAL AIR SERVICE

e Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the con-
ference report we are considering today
makes dramatic cuts in the essential
air service program. In fact, the pro-
gram will see an almost 30 percent cut
in funding this year—from over $30 mil-
lion last year to $22.6 million this year.
The statutory language of the con-
ference report maintains the eligibility
of EAS communities nationwide—the
same number of communities that are
eligible today will remain eligible next
year.

Therefore, we have a situation where
the same number of communities are
eligible for EAS funding, yet far fewer
dollars are available for the program.

Mr. President, while I remain very
concerned with the funding reduction
for the EAS program, I am more con-
cerned with language included in the
statement of manager’s report.

Language included in the statement
of manager’s report makes it clear that
all communities eligible for EAS fund-
ing in fiscal year 1995 remain eligible
in fiscal year 1996. However, the lan-
guage continues on to say that the De-
partment ‘“‘may be required to make
prorata reductions in the subsidy or
daily/weekly service levels’ in order to
meet the reduced funding level. In
other words, the only discretion the
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Department has in meeting these fund-
ing reductions is an across-the-board
reduction in the level of air service of
EAS communities.

This language ties the hands of the
Department of Transportation. The
statement of managers language is
being interpreted to be the only solu-
tion available in meeting the reduction
in funding.

Mr. President, the purpose of the es-
sential air service program is to pro-
vide air service to rural, isolated com-
munities. In my home State of Mon-
tana, our seven EAS communities are
isolated. They are over 600 miles from
a medium or large hub airport. A re-
duction in air service to these commu-
nities would be a real economic blow
and would further isolate these folks.

I would ask my friend, the chairman
of the Appropriations Committee, if
the intent of the conferees was to give
the Secretary the discretion to deter-
mine the type of program that should
exist with $22.6 million in funding—and
the intent was not to place one option
above another? There may be other
ways to reach this funding level with-
out an across-the-board reduction in
the level of service and the Secretary
should have the ability to make deci-
sions that would maintain the integ-
rity of the EAS program in the future.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I
would say to my friend, that the intent
of the conferees was to continue to
maintain the current eligibility -cri-
teria for the essential air service pro-
gram. However, the decision on how
the program should be structured with
a reduced funding level should be left
to the discretion of the Secretary.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I thank
my friend. The Senator from Oregon
understands the important rule that
reliable air service plays in States like
Montana and I appreciate his efforts to
preserve this program.

At a time when life in rural America
is becoming increasingly difficult, reli-
able air service is a vital link in our
transportation network. The essential
air service program is just that—it is
essential and its integrity should be
maintained.

I thank my friend again.e

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to note that the conference re-
port for the Department of Transpor-
tation appropriations bill includes an
appropriation of $20 million for capital
improvements associated with safety-
related emergency repairs to Pennsyl-
vania Station in New York City and its
associated service building.

Pennsylvania Station is the busiest
intermodal station in the Nation, with
almost 40 percent of Amtrak’s pas-
sengers nationwide passing through
every day. Unfortunately, it is also the
most decrepit of the Northeast corridor
stations, others of which, such as
Washington, DC’s own Union Station,
have been renovated with Federal
grants. Today, Pennsylvania Station
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handles almost 500,000 riders a day in a
subterranean complex that demands
improvement. According to the New
York City Fire Commissioner, there
have been nine major fires at the sta-
tion since 1987. Luckily, these fires
have occurred at off-hours; as it stands,
the station could not cope with an
emergency when it is crowded with the
42,000 souls who pass through every
workday between 8 and 9 a.m. In addi-
tion, structural steel in the station has
shown its age and needs immediate re-
pair. And these are just the most press-
ing needs.

There is a redevelopment plan to
change things for the better, a $315 mil-
lion project to renovate the existing
Pennsylvania Station and extend it
partially into the neighboring historic
James A. Farley Post Office, almost
doubling the emergency access to the
station’s platforms which lie far below
street level beneath both buildings.
Moreover, there is a financing plan in
place that could do this with $100 mil-
lion from the Federal Government—
with this bill, $51.5 million has already
been appropriated—$100 million from
the State and city, and $115 million
from a combination of historic tax
credits, bonds supported by revenue
from the project’s retail component,
and building shell improvements by the
Postal Service, owner of the James A.
Farley Building. On August 31, 1995,
Governor Pataki of New York char-
tered the Pennsylvania Station Rede-
velopment Corp. to oversee the project,
following the signing of a memo-
randum of agreement by himself,
Mayor Giuliani of New York City,
Transportation Secretary Federico
Pena, and Amtrak President Thomas
M. Downs.

Thanks to our colleagues on the
Committee on Appropriations, $20 mil-
lion can now be used immediately for
pressing safety repairs at the existing
station and its associated service build-
ing, in the first step of the overall rede-
velopment effort. These Federal funds
g0 toward construction, and they will
count toward the Federal share of the
$315 million project to transform the
station into a complex capable of safe-
ly handling the crowds that have made
Pennsylvania Station the Nation’s
busiest intermodal facility.

For myself and the 75 million other
people a year who use the station, I
would like to thank all those who have
labored hard to make the station safer,
in particular our colleagues Senator
HATFIELD, Senator BYRD, and Senator
LAUTENBERG.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I want to
register my opposition to the provi-
sions of the Transportation appropria-
tions conference report that exempt
the Federal Aviation Administration
[FAA] from Government-wide procure-
ment and personnel rules. These provi-
sions were included by the Appropria-
tions Committee in the Senate passed
bill at the recommendation of the FAA
and will take effect on April 1, 1996, un-
less the Congress enacts preemptive
FAA reform legislation before then.
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The FAA asserts that these exemp-
tions are necessary because personnel
and procurement laws have stood in
the way of modernizing the FAA’s Air
Traffic Control System. The FAA’s
failure to modernize the system, how-
ever, is not rooted in the Federal pro-
curement and personnel systems. In-
stead, it is a symptom of a widespread
and serious management deficiency
which permeates the FAA. Numerous
GAO reports and DOT Inspector Gen-
eral reports over the last 5 years have
outlined the problems the FAA has had
in modernizing its air traffic control
system. These reports have consist-
ently cited poor management, not the
procurement or personnel systems, as
the primary cause of FAA’s failures.

I understand and share the frustra-
tion with the lack of progress at the
FAA. The air traffic control system de-
signed to keep our skies safe is crum-
bling, and each failure of the system
leads to a chorus of calls for action.
Regrettably, however, out of frustra-
tion at the FAA’s inability to succeed
in modernizing our air traffic control
system, Congress is about to grant a
special dispensation to an agency that
has not earned it and is ill-prepared to
accept the responsibilities that such an
exemption will require. If the FAA was
better at managing than denying there
is a problem, defending its poor per-
formance, and deflecting criticism
away from the agency, we would have
replaced our air traffic control system
years ago and would not have 1950’s and
1960’s technology guiding our Nation’s
air traffic.

I have been working over the past 3
years to enable Federal agencies such
as the FAA to more effectively incor-
porate advanced computer technology
into its operations. Last year, I issued
a report that documented how the Fed-
eral procurement process contributes
to the Government buying outdated
technology but also how poor FAA
management led to the disaster of the
present air traffic control system. Spe-
cifically, FAA has failed in its mod-
ernization efforts, wasted billions of
taxpayer dollars and still has not been
able to update its computer systems
since the mid-1960’s due to consistently
poor management. Meanwhile, the Na-
tion’s air traffic control system is
wearing out. To keep the system run-
ning, the FAA must search Radio
Shack for spare parts and buy vacuum
tubes from Third World manufacturers
because no one in the United States
makes them anymore.

While it takes the Federal Govern-
ment an average of 4 years compared to
1 year in the private sector to buy new
technology, 30-year-old FAA computers
are failing with increasing frequency in
Chicago, Dallas, New York and else-
where across the country. While the
Government’s antiquated procurement
rules definitely slow down the process
and may add years to computer buys,
the rules do not explain why the FAA
has not modernized its systems in dec-
ades or explain how scores of other
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agencies have been able to work within
the rules to replace antiquated vacuum
tube computers and radars.

I am working to accomplish reforms
to the Federal procurement system.
This year I introduced The Information
Technology Management Reform Act
of 1995 which was approved as an
amendment to the fiscal year 1996 De-
fense authorization bill. The amend-
ment includes significant changes to
existing procurement regulations and
procedures which would help agencies
such as the FAA buy technology by
providing relief from cumbersome re-
quirements while ensuring a reasonable
and responsible approach.

Among other provisions, the amend-
ment repeals the Brooks Act, author-
izes commercial-like buying proce-
dures, and emphasizes the results of
the procurement process rather than
the process itself while holding agen-
cies like the FAA accountable for their
results. The Senate is now confer-
encing this amendment with the House
proposed procurement reform bill put
forward by Representatives CLINGER
and SPENCE. The House has proposed
serious reform in the area of stream-
lining the procurement process, con-
ducting efficient competitions and
making it easier to buy commercial
products. I believe we will be successful
in getting these proposals enacted into
law and these reforms will give FAA
the flexibility to effectively buy the
technology it needs.

These reforms, however, will not
guarantee success. We can legislate the
framework for effective management
to take place, but we cannot legislate
good management. While we need to
reform the way the Government buys
computers, the FAA’s failure to mod-
ernize the air traffic control system is
not derived from legislated procure-
ment and personnel requirements. It is
the lack of adequate planning and a
constantly changing road map of where
the FAA is going that has impeded
completion of the modernization effort.
This is caused by managers not know-
ing what they want and continually
changing program requirements which
drives up the cost to the taxpayer.

The problem is that no one, including
Congress, has ever held FAA’s man-
agers accountable for their failures.
Management problems at FAA will not
be solved by the exemptions contained
in the appropriations bill. To the con-
trary, I believe the exemptions will re-
sult in more cost and less results. The
exemptions do nothing to deal with the
fundamental problem of poor manage-
ment at the FAA.

The proposed exemptions, in addition
to lacking merit, also set a dangerous
precedent. Having seen the FAA’s suc-
cess in avoiding accountability and ob-
taining special treatment, other agen-
cies may seek similar legislative ex-
emptions. If Congress acquiesces to
these piecemeal approaches, the Fed-
eral Government will be plagued by
conflicting and contradictory procure-
ment laws and personnel systems
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which will make it harder—not easier—
to do business with the Government.
Industry will have to learn literally
hundreds of procurement systems. The
rational approach is to have one pro-
curement system in the Government
that addresses the problems which may
be perceived to be unique to FAA, but
are common in every agency.

This conference report undermines
ongoing efforts to enact Government-
wide procurement reform, as well as re-
wards inept management at the FAA
with exemptions from oversight rules
when they are most needed. If the con-
ference report is adopted, as I expect it
will be, I urge the administration and
FAA to use the new discretion author-
ized by the bill wisely and I urge my
colleagues to hold FAA accountable for
its progress in modernizing the Na-
tion’s air traffic control system. By ab-
solving the FAA of its responsibility
for past failures, Congress must now
provide greater oversight of what FAA
does with its new powers.

The new authority under this bill
will not go into effect if Congress en-
acts FAA reform legislation by April 1
of next year. When the Commerce Com-
mittee marks up its own bill to meet
this deadline, I urge the committee
members to look at what the Congress
and the administration are doing to
streamline the procurement process.
They will then see that we are fixing
the procurement system on a Gov-
ernment-wide basis, and they can then
focus on the real issue of managerial
reform at FAA. For it is only through
more effective management that the
FAA will be able to efficiently and ef-
fectively modernize the air traffic con-
trol system and confront the other
challenges to aviation safety in the
21st century.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I want-
ed to draw attention to something that
is mysteriously missing from the con-
ference report on the Transportation
appropriations bill. The provision I am
concerned about does not involve
spending more or less money. Rather, I
am concerned about a provision that
called for an important study to be
done by the Department of Transpor-
tation on the question of air fares and
whether or not rural areas are paying
more and getting less service.

When the Senate considered this bill,
an amendment I offered was adopted
without any objections. That amend-
ment, which was cosponsored by Sen-
ators DOLE, SNOWE, and CONRAD would
have required the Department of
Transportation to conduct a study on
air fares. There was no opposition ex-
pressed in the Senate and the Depart-
ment itself supported the study.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter I received from
Transportation Secretary Fredrico
Pena supporting this provision be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, DC.
Hon. BYRON DORGAN,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR DORGAN: I am writing this
letter in order to endorse the study of air
fares and service at small communities that
you recently proposed. Since many changes
have taken place within the airline industry
since deregulation and some of these have af-
fected small communities, I fully agree that
a study of fares and service at small commu-
nities would be beneficial. I am aware that
the General Accounting Office is currently
conducting a similar study of small commu-
nity issues. However, I believe the studies
are somewhat different in their focus and I,
therefore, endorse your study.

Your recommended approach to the study
would compare and evaluate actual air fares
and fares adjusted for distance for service be-
tween nonhub airports and large hub air-
ports with fares for service between large
hub airports. The study also would analyze
service at nonhub airports with respect to
the operations of regional and major air-
lines, the types of equipment used, and the
levels of competition among commercial car-
riers.

In order to get a statistically valid com-
parison, it may be necessary to conduct a
survey of regional carriers to get a more
valid data set, which may require additional
time to conduct a thorough study. We will
also endeavor to study the overall fares paid
at small communities compared to fares paid
at hub airports.

I look forward to working with you and
your staff on this project. If we may be of
further assistance, please contact me or Ste-
ven Palmer, Assistant Secretary for Govern-
mental Affairs, at (202) 366-4573.

Sincerely,
FEDERICO PENA.

Mr. DORGAN. It seems to me that we
need to make some changes in aviation
policy in this country and stop ignor-
ing the fact that rural regions are suf-
fering a serious decline in air service.
The airline industry has undergone
many changes since deregulation in the
early 1980’s. The invisible hand of com-
petition replaced the assuring hand of
government in the aviation market-
place. As a result, some areas of the
country have seen lower prices and
more choices in service. In other parts
of the country, namely in rural areas,
we have seen dramatic losses in air
service and higher prices.

I realize that the General Accounting
Office has studied the impact that de-
regulation has had on air fares in pre-
vious years. However, my sense is that
air service is changing rapidly and it
seems to me that more examination of
air fares, especially for small rural
communities, is needed.

A November 1990 report on ‘‘Deregu-
lation and Trends in Airfares at Small
and Medium-Sized Communities,”
found that overall, average fares per
passenger mile were more than 9 per-
cent lower in 1988 than in 1979 at small
and medium-sized airports and about 5
percent lower at airports serving large
communities.

It seems to me that the Department
of Transportation should be paying
some more attention to the problems
of rural America when it comes to air
service. Most experts in town and at
the Department of Transportation have
pledged allegiance to the god of deregu-
lation. They espouse the great virtues
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of deregulation and the tremendous
benefits that the free market has
brought in the form of more choices
and lower air fares. They are right—
but only half right. The fact is that the
benefits of deregulation are only the
rosy part of the picture. The story not
being told enough is the negative ef-
fects deregulation has had on smaller,
rural communities.

I offered this amendment because it
seems that it is very important that
the Department of Transportation
begin focusing on the impact that de-
regulation has had on air service in
rural areas. I am fully aware that the
General Accounting Office [GAO] is
currently conducting a similar study. I
support that but I also believe that we
cannot be satisfied with just having
the GAO examining this issue.

The amendment I offered and the
Senate adopted would have laid out
specific areas for the Department to
study, including comparison of air
fares in hub markets where there is a
concentration of service with fares at
competitive hub markets. In addition,
this study would have conducted, for
the first time I believe, an analysis on
the level of service that rural areas are
receiving and document which rural
markets have had jet service replaced
with turbo prop service.

Now this provision was mysteriously
dropped, despite the fact that the De-
partment supported it and that it was
cosponsored by a bipartisan group of
Senators—including the majority lead-
er. It makes no sense that this provi-
sion was dropped.

This is one of the primary reasons
why I am voting against this bill. I
strongly believe that this amendment
should have been included in the con-
ference report and no reasonable expla-
nation has been provided as to why it
was dropped.

I also oppose this conference report
because of the significant cuts to crit-
ical rural programs.

ESSENTIAL AIR SERVICE [EAS] REDUCTIONS

The report cuts EAS by about $11
million from last year’s level of $33
million. I think that these cuts are
going to hurt and that a permanent
funding mechanism needs to be found
for the EAS program. However, before
a permanent solution can be developed,
it makes no sense to cut this program
to this degree. The EAS program is
making the difference between air
service and no air service in many
rural communities. Cuts of this mag-
nitude will certainly be felt.

I do not believe that cutting the EAS
program is justifiable in light of the es-
sential role this program plays in pro-
viding air service to rural America. De-
regulation has benefited some highly
traveled areas of the country and rural
areas have suffered. The EAS program
was designed to protect rural areas and
this bill strikes a critical blow at this
important program.
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LOCAL RAIL FREIGHT ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
RESTORED

The Senate defeated an amendment
offered by Senator PRESSLER to restore
funding for the Local Rail Freight As-
sistance program [LRFA]. This pro-
gram provides support to restore rail
links that are likely to be abandoned.
It has been a very important program
in my home state of North Dakota.

The LRFA program received $17 mil-
lion last year, of which $6 million was
rescinded. Neither the House nor the
Senate bill provided funding for LRFA
and the conference report does not pro-
vide any funding. Although I am
pleased that the conference report in-
cluded an amendment that would au-
thorize the State of North Dakota to
spend $2.3 million to restore a rail line
in Wahpeton, ND, I do not support the
elimination of this important program.
INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION PHASE-OUT

The conference report provides for
$13.4 million for one quarter for the ICC
for salaries and expenses and assumes
that the ICC will be eliminated and
that legislation providing for the con-
tinuation of statutory obligations
under the jurisdiction of the ICC will
be enacted this year. The question as
to what happens if the Congress fails to
pass such legislation has not been an-
swered. The statutory obligations will
remain but the agency that has the
sole jurisdiction to enforce them will
have no funding to enforce them.

It makes no sense to me that funding
for the ICC should be eliminated before
the Congress has provided for an effi-
cient way to address the statutory ob-
ligations that will continue to exist if
the Commission is eliminated.

ATRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM GRANTS

The Report provides $1.45 billion in
the grants-in-aid for airports program
[AIP] instead of the $1.6 billion pro-
vided under the House bill and the $1.25
billion under the Senate bill. I am very
concerned that this level of funding
will not be adequate to maintain safe
airports and our Nation’s transpor-
tation infrastructure is in danger of
crumbling at these funding levels.

CONCLUSION

Programs like EAS and LRFA are vi-
tally important to rural areas—in fact,
they are exclusively rural transpor-
tation programs. Both these programs
have been seriously cut and in the case
of LRFA, eliminated.

At the same time, there is substan-
tial support for transportation pro-
grams designed to help urban areas,
such as high speed rail and mass tran-
sit. Examples include:

$115 million for the northeast cor-
ridor improvement program (instead of
the $100 million provided by the Senate
and $130 million provided by the
House).

$19.2 million for high speed rail stud-
ies, corridor planning, development,
and demonstration (instead of the $10
million provided by the House and $20
million provided by the Senate). These
funds will be allocated to Chicago, De-
troit, St. Louis, and New York.
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The report provides for $42 million
for the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA does have some rural programs
but urban areas primarily benefit from
mass transit). In addition, the report
provides $85 million for transit plan-
ning and research.

Mr. President, this legislation re-
flects the wrong priorities for this
country’s transportation mneeds and
that is why I am voting against this
legislation.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am
voting ‘‘aye’ today on the conference
report on transportation appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1996. But I must
say that it is not without disappoint-
ment that we have not fulfilled our re-
sponsibility to maintain and enhance
the transportation infrastructure in
the United States.

It is a status quo budget for the most
part of my State of California, and that
means we are continuing to fall behind
our needs to repair our highways, tran-
sit systems and airports. That failure
also means that we cannot fulfill our
potential economic productivity. That
is a loss for our Nation as well as my
State.

Nevertheless, in this extremely tight
budget year the conference agreement
does provide some needed assistance
for California.

I am pleased to see that the conferees
were able to increase funding for the
Federal Aviation Administration, par-
ticularly in the areas of facilities and
equipment. The operations budget in
the conference agreement is higher
than the amount funded in either the
Senate or House bills. California is the
site of several major air traffic control
installations and we must continue to
upgrade this critical equipment. I ap-
preciate the conferees support for the
FAA’s operating budget for air traffic
control operations and maintenance
activities which enhance aviation safe-
ty and security.

Highway funding has increased over-
all, but unfortunately it is still stag-
nant for California, the State that has
contributed the most to the Highway
Trust Fund for nearly 40 years.

The agreement includes significant
funding for new buses and intermodal
transportation centers in California.

These include $500,000 for the Sunline
Transit System, which has a remark-
able program promoting a total fleet of
natural gas buses; $1.5 million for need-
ed bus replacement and parts for Long
Beach Transit; $8 million to complete
the Gateway intermodal center in Los
Angeles; $56 million for the San Ysidro
Intermodal Center in San Diego to help
relieve worsening congestion at our
international border; $6.7 million for
new buses throughout the bay area,
plus $2.3 million for bay area para-
transit buses and other improvements
to help the disabled; $9.75 million for
Foothills Transit in the San Gabriel
Valley; $5.3 million for clean fuel buses,
paratransit buses, and other improve-
ments for the growing San Joaquin
Rapid Transit District; $1.5 million to
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replace a bus facility destroyed by the
Loma Prieta earthquake and provide
consolidated services in Santa Cruz;
$1.2 million for park and ride facilities
on congested U.S. 101 in Sonoma Coun-
ty; $600,000 for a bus facility in Ventura
County; and $1.5 million to purchase
buses for Yolo County.

The conference agreement also pro-
vides $5 million for the advanced tech-
nology transit bus, under development
by Northrop and the Los Angeles MTA.
Although the amount is less than the
President’s request, I appreciate the
continuing support for this project by
the Senate Appropriations Committee.

I am very concerned over a loss of ap-
proximately $100 million in transit sys-
tem funding. A great part of this loss is
attributable to the cuts in operating
assistance in both Houses and to a dra-
matic cut in funding for the Los Ange-
les Metropolitan Transportation
Authority’s Red Line extension.

I share the Appropriations Commit-
tee’s concern over the management of
this project. However, I believe the
MTA has grasped the gravity of these
problems and has taken demonstrable
steps to correct them. I am pleased the
Senate committee members agreed to
our requests to increase the funding
from $45 million for the project in the
Senate bill to $85 million in the final
conference report.

I am, however, disappointed at the
cut in funding for the bay area rail ex-
tension program. The final agreement
of $10 million for the bay area rapid
transit district is well below the Sen-
ate level of $22.6 million. This cut was
not justified considering the major
local match provided for rail extension
in the region and the willingness of the
district to reduce its airport extension
project by $200 million this summer.

Finally, I regret that the conference
committee was unable to provide as-
sistance for the Alameda Transpor-
tation Corridor project to consolidate
rail and highway access to the ports of
Los Angeles and Long Beach, elimi-
nating more than 200 grade crossings.
We have asked for appropriations seed
money to enable the project to take ad-
vantage of the Federal infrastructure
bank already authorized under section
1105 of the Intermodal Surface Trans-
portation and Efficiency Act [ISTEA].
The Senate committee adopted a State
infrastructure bank alternative instead
and then dropped the idea in con-
ference with the House.

California has 15,000 miles of State
highways, 675 miles of rail transit, and
10,000 buses. California’s State Trans-
portation Improvement Program faces
a $56 billion shortfall, and an annual
highway and road maintenance deficit
of $800 millilon. We are in danger of
losing what we have. There is a lot of
talk about how huge budget deficits
leave a horrible inheritance for our
children, and I agree. However, a de-
cayed and crumbling infrastructure is
no less horrible for our children to in-
herit.
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The bill is still due. The infrastruc-
ture deficit is increasing. But today we
only provide a partial payment.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, on behalf
of Mr. DOLE, the majority leader, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote on
the adoption of the transportation con-
ference report occur at 2:15 p.m. today
and that paragraph 4 of rule 12 be
waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield the
floor, and I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HUTCHISON). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The Senator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the Chair.

—————

THE CONSERVATION TITLE

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
it is my pleasure today to introduce a
bill with the distinguished majority
leader, Senator DOLE, the chairman of
the Senate Agriculture Committee,
Senator LUGAR, and the chairman of
the Agriculture Subcommittee on Con-
servation, Senator CRAIG. This bill
amends the conservation title of the
farm bill that will be considered later
in this Congress.

Madam President, my experience
with this legislation that has been on
the books for the last 10 years has gen-
erally been very favorable. I say that
as a farmer, and I say that as a person
who visits, as I have occasion to do
now, at harvest time with my neigh-
bors at the local New Hartford coopera-
tive grain elevator in my State of
Iowa; I say that with 10 years of experi-
ence of having hundreds of town meet-
ings around my State, whereas, I do
not find much opposition to what we
passed 10 years ago.

So my legislation that we are intro-
ducing is not finding fault in any way
with the basic premise of the legisla-
tion 10 years ago, but to make sure
that that legislation fits, with the
premise that existed 10 years ago, the
intent of Congress at that particular
time; and also at a time when we are in
the process of cutting back Govern-
ment support for agriculture, as we in-
tend to balance the budget.

Last week, as you remember, the
Senate approved the reconciliation
bill, and that will bring the Federal
budget into balance by the year 2002.
And we do not wait until 2002 to start
that. We started that last fiscal year
when, earlier this calendar year, we
passed the rescissions bill.

Now, in order to achieve the savings
necessary to balance the budget, many
difficult decisions had to be made,
many difficult votes had to be cast, and
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all Federal programs were examined to
save money. The farm programs, then,
were no exception. Throughout the en-
tire budget process, I have argued that
farmers are willing to share in the ef-
fort to balance the budget because they
have a lot to gain if the budget is bal-
anced. However, I do feel that it is
vital to rural America and family
farmers that any cut in farm programs
be coupled with, on the first hand, tax
reform, and on the second, a reduction
in the regulatory burden placed on
farmers.

I want to emphasize, with regard to
the legislation of 1985, the soil conser-
vancy provisions and the
antiswampbusting, antisodbusting pro-
visions. When I talk about regulatory
reform, I do not mean changing the
original intent of that legislation. I
simply mean in keeping the enforce-
ment of that legislation to its original
intent.

Put simply, then, Madam President,
this bill will dramatically cut the red-
tape and the regulations that farmers
have to deal with while continuing,
then, to maintain the conservation
gains that we have made since the pas-
sage of the 1985 legislation.

I want to emphasize, regardless of
the rhetoric you may hear, this bill
does not jeopardize in any way the en-
vironment or the conservation gains
that farmers have made since 1985.
These conservation gains have been
tremendous.

They have been made basically be-
cause of a timeframe that farmers
could adjust economically to the re-
quirements of the law and an oppor-
tunity to educate people about the
process so that it could be self-enforc-
ing.

What this bill does, then, is give
farmers and the Department of Agri-
culture additional tools and flexibility
to meet these conservation objectives.

Madam President, the bill addresses
four major areas within the conserva-
tion title. What is called a CRP pro-
gram, the conservation reserve pro-
gram, the wetlands reserve provision,
the conservation compliance provisions
and swampbuster.

I want to briefly discuss those areas
as it relates to the reforms that the
four of us—Senator DOLE, myself, Sen-
ator LUGAR, and Senator CRAIG—Dpro-
pose.

Madam President, since the 1985 farm
bill, farmers participating in the farm
program have been required to comply
with two regulatory mandates regard-
ing conservation. The program referred
to as the swampbuster program pro-
hibits farmers from converting wet-
lands for crop production. No argument
with that.

The program referred to as the sod-
buster prohibits farmers from pro-
ducing a crop on highly erodible land
unless they comply with an approved
conservation plan. It does not mean
you cannot operate your farm the way
you want to, but it does mean that if
you do it you will do it in a way that
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shows good stewardship of the soil.
Also, good stewardship of the soil
means better economic return; most
importantly, a good resource for future
generations is preserved.

In general, the sodbuster program
has been received favorably by farmers,
and the compliance rate has been very
high. Again, I want to emphasize that.
That is what I hear on Saturdays when
I take grain to the local New Hartford
cooperative grain elevator where I visit
with my neighbors, but it is also some-
thing I hear in 99 counties around Iowa
that I hold town meetings in each year.

That is because in Iowa there has
been a willingness to cooperate. There
has also been some lever—if you want
to participate in a farm program, you
have to have good soil conservation
practices or you will not get the safety
net of agriculture. Compliance has
been very, very good because it is esti-
mated in my State that 95 percent or
better of farmers have compliance with
soil conservation plans.

These are plans that they have deter-
mined will cut down on erosion on
their own farm, and all they have to do
is get that plan approved and then
farm according to what they felt was a
plan that would best fit their farming
operation.

This is not one-size-fits-all approach.
If you got 98,000 different farming units
in the State of Iowa, you would have
98,000 different individual plans. Quite
frankly, there is probably more than
that. There must be, I guess. Anyway,
there are that many individual farming
operations. But you could have more
than that number of plans.

Now, after 10 years of working with
the program, it is obvious that im-
provements can be made to streamline
the regulations and give more flexi-
bility to both the farmer and the De-
partment of Agriculture.

Even more significantly, Madam
President, this bill attempts to put
Natural Resource Conservation Serv-
ice, which used to be known as Soil
Conservation Service from the 1920’s,
until 2 years ago, it will put this seg-
ment of the Department of Agriculture
back into the position of working with
farmers instead of working against
them.

Let me digress for a minute to ex-
plain that this situation now is kind of
contentious between the farmers and
Soil Conservation Service. It used to be
you go into the Office of the Soil Con-
servation Service. You would sit down
across from the desk of these State and
Federal employees, and you go in and
say to them, ‘“Joe, I have a problem
here on my farm. I have this tremen-
dous amount of erosion here. What can
I do about it?”’ Joe, being an expert
trained in soil conservation would say
to CHUCK GRASSLEY, ‘‘Well, I think this
is what you need to do. You can do it
this way, that is less expensive and
might be able to accomplish the goal,
or you can put in terraces, much more
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expensive, but you will be able to ac-
complish this. Or there are certain till-
age practices you can do that might ac-
complish the same goal.”

Probably Joe would come out to your
farm another day and would put flags
out in the field saying this is where
you have to put contour strips, or this
is where you have to put terraces.

It was seen very much as a coopera-
tive, working relationship as you
would sit across the desk from Joe at
the county seat Soil Conservation
Service.

Today, farmers do not want to go in
to the Soil Conservation Service and
sit down across from Joe because they
might bring up something that triggers
to Joe, who is now a regulator rather
than a consultant and a friend, that
maybe CHUCK GRASSLEY did something
that violated the law and he can be
punished for it.

So we want to get this relationship
reestablished as a cooperative relation-
ship, a friendly relationship where this
person is going to be a consoler and a
help to the farmer rather than some-
body who is seen as an enemy.

I just described to you how farmers
in my State and most States work very
closely with the Soil Conservation
Service for six decades—60 years. Much
of the progress made in conservation
on farmland is due to that good work-
ing relationship between the farmer
and the Department of Agriculture. It
was a relationship based on trust and
cooperation.

Unfortunately, as I indicated, in the
last few years, the farmers have begun
to look at people that are now named
the National Resource Conservation
Service—not the Soil Conservation
Service—as a potential adversary.

Some farmers are reluctant to call on
the NRCS for assistance due to the fear
of being penalized for a possible viola-
tion.

On the other hand, the NRCS has had
its hands tied to some extent, both by
Congress and its own regulations. So
we have contributed some to this prob-
lem that exists of this relationship of
where neighbor could be helping neigh-
bor.

So, Madam President, this situation
cannot continue to exist. It is not good
for the farmer. It is not good for the
NRCS. Most importantly, it is not good
for the environment.

There must be a renewal of a partner-
ship between the farmer and the NRCS
if we expect the gains in conservation
on private property to continue.

The NRCS must work with farmers
to assist them, to educate them, in-
stead of just regulating farmers. I sin-
cerely believe, Madam President, that
the NRCS wants to play this role as a
farmer’s helper and this legislation
shows that we want to help them do
that.

Madam President, now I want to turn
to the swampbuster provisions—the
issues of wetland protection.

It has become a very emotional issue
in my State. Not because the original
legislation in 1985 was wrong, it is what
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bureaucrats have tried to do with it,
probably in just the last 3 or 4 years.

While farmers share the goal of pro-
tecting valuable wetlands, the scope of
swampbuster has been extended far be-
yond its original intent through the
rulemaking process to the detriment of
what farmers have wanted to do, shar-
ing this goal. A study of the legislative
history shows that Congress never in-
tended to regulate land that had been
cropped regularly in the past.

Just think, on a century farm—which
means it has been in the same family
for over 100 years—until a couple of
years ago you could have not had any
problems, if that land had been regu-
larly producing, or attempting to
produce for a farmer. But now you can
have problems. There is another prob-
lem. That land that had been converted
prior to the passage of the 1985 act was
never intended to be regulated. Both of
these principles have been eroded
through regulation and agency action,
not through the basic legislation. This
bill restores the original intent of Con-
gress. The bill removes from
swampbuster regulation land that has
been cropped at least 6 out of the last
10 years.

The bill also eliminates the concept
of abandonment—a regulatory concept,
not a statutory one—that has been
used by the Department to bring prior
converted lands back under
swampbuster regulation. In other
words, we pass the bill, it takes effect
on December 28, 1985, and everything
that happened before then was history.
But not to regulators. They will use
some devious means to get back to af-
fect something that took place prior to
that magic date.

So, this bill sets a l-acre minimum
for wetland regulation. And most of
the conflict here, that has happened be-
tween the farmers and the NRCS, has
occurred because the Government has
literally attempted to regulate every
acre of farmland under the farm pro-
gram. This l-acre minimum also cor-
responds with the Army Corps of Engi-
neers’ general permit for non-
agricultural property.

Just explain to me how we, as a Con-
gress, making law so that the law ap-
plies equally across the country to dif-
ferent segments of the economy in the
same way, can have the Army Corps of
Engineers in mnonagricultural land,
with something less than 1 acre not
being regulated and probably not pro-
ducing any food for the city slickers of
this country, and go over here to agri-
cultural land administered by a dif-
ferent agency and say 1 square foot of
wetland can be regulated.

We, again, go back to the intent of
Congress not to be nitpicking in 1985.
This l-acre minimum, in conformance
with the way it is for the Army Corps
of Engineers, ought to solve our prob-
lem. It will be perfectly consistent.

Madam President, even though the
bill is intended to restore the original
intent of Congress on swampbusters,
some in the environmental community
may criticize these provisions because
they want this expansion through regu-
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lation and administrative edict beyond
what the original 1985 law intended. So
I want to say to those who criticize our
motives that we agree that the protec-
tion of wetlands should be a priority
and it should be encouraged. But rea-
sonable people can differ on the means
of accomplishing this goal. When the
Government is attempting to regulate
private property it is wvital that the
landowner have the proper incentives
in order to voluntarily satisfy the pol-
icy goals. So this bill provides for sev-
eral tools that can be used by farmers
to voluntarily protect wetlands.

If you do not think that this works,
voluntarily protecting wetlands, there
has been a massive amount of agricul-
tural land at the incentive of the farm-
er to put it into wetlands, that have
come in under this voluntary program.
Tens of thousands of acres have gone
into wetlands because the farmers have
wanted to put it there.

So this bill, first, expands the exist-
ing mitigation provisions and encour-
ages farmers to restore, enhance and
create new wetlands. Second, the bill
directs the Secretary of Agriculture to
pursue mitigation banking, so that
farmers will finally be on the same
playing field as other landowners. Both
of these mitigation provisions ensure
that new wetlands will continue to be
created.

Last, the bill permits up to 1.5 mil-
lion acres of cropped wetlands into the
Conservation Reserve Program, that is
the CRP. So this a strong incentive for
farmers to continue to protect valuable
wetlands. This provision, along with
the reauthorization of the Wetlands
Reserve Program, is indicative of this
bill’s commitment and its sponsors’—
DoOLE, CRAIG, GRASSLEY, LUGAR—tO
protecting wetlands on private prop-
erty.

This bill also focuses on a renewed
commitment to water quality protec-
tion. The conservation reserve provi-
sions of the bill establish water quality
as a coequal criterion with soil erosion
for determining eligible lands. Further-
more, at least 1.5 million acres of filter
strips, grass waterways and other ri-
parian areas will be enrolled in the pro-
gram.

These modifications to the CRP will
allow farmers to play an active role in
protecting water quality in the rural
areas.

So, before closing, I want to just add
that all of us share the goal of con-
serving soil, improving water quality,
enhancing wildlife, and protecting wet-
lands. In fact, the farmers themselves
have the highest stake in conserving
the land because there is better eco-
nomic return, there is a responsibility
to be a steward for the next generation,
and besides, it is a very pretty picture,
to have good farmland with good con-
servation practices. It is just beautiful,
from an aesthetic standpoint.
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But the land is our livelihood and
most of us farmers know that we want
to pass the land on to our children and
our grandchildren.

Sometimes public servants here in
Washington who are elected, and bu-
reaucrats who were unelected, forget
that the farmers want to do the right
thing and that right thing is to protect
the environment. The unelected bu-
reaucrats also forget that we are deal-
ing with private property and that pri-
vate property rights are truly the foun-
dation on which freedoms are built—
political freedoms, primarily.

So there must be a balance between
the regulatory limits placed on farmers
and their private property rights. I be-
lieve this bill strikes this delicate bal-
ance in a way that will continue to pre-
serve this Nation’s most valuable nat-
ural resources, our farmlands.

Before yielding the floor, I thank
Senator DOLE, Senator CRAIG, and Sen-
ator LUGAR for working on this bill
with me.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized.

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, let me
first of all associate myself with the re-
marks of the Senator from Iowa in the
introduction of the legislation that he
has just, in a very thoughtful and im-
portant way, gone through for the
RECORD and for the American people.

I think the Senator from Iowa said
something very important a few mo-
ments ago that is oftentimes missed.
He is a farmer. I am a former farmer
and rancher.

And he, I, Senator DOLE, and Senator
LUGAR, who also have farm heritage
and background owning farmland, rec-
ognize the phenomenal valuable asset
this land is to the American people.
Farmers have been foremost, along
with ranchers, environmentalists and
conservationists.

The legislation we have introduced
today speaks to those interests in rec-
ognizing the important balance be-
tween conserving the land, protecting
water quality, ensuring the environ-
ment, and allowing a productive envi-
ronment also for the purposes of being
able to farm in a profitable manner.

I think this legislation does it, and it
allows the farmer once again to take
the initiative with USDA and its affil-
iate agencies as those who cooperate
instead of regulators, as the Senator so
clearly spoke of.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized.

Mr. CRAIG. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. CRAIG pertaining
to the introduction of S. 1368 are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.”)

Mr. LIEBERMAN
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that I may be allowed to pro-
ceed as if in morning business for up to
10 minutes.

addressed the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.

————————

THE UNITED STATES ROLE IN
BRINGING PEACE AND JUSTICE
TO THE FORMER YUGOSLAVIA

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President,
I rise this morning to comment on de-
velopments in the former Yugoslavia.

I particularly want to comment on a
resolution, House Resolution 247, which
was adopted last night in the other
body.

Madam President, I say respectfully
that there are two parts to this resolu-
tion. The first I disagree with. The sec-
ond I think is unnecessary.

I rise to make the point that as the
representatives, the Presidents of the
three major parties to the war in Bos-
nia, Bosnians, Croatians, Serbians—
gather in Dayton, OH, to begin the ef-
fort that many thought was impos-
sible—to negotiate a peace treaty in
the Balkans—that it is appropriate for
us to step back. It is a time not to pass
resolutions, in my opinion. It is a time
to ask questions that are appropriate
about the course of the negotiations.
But it is primarily a time to give the
negotiators some room to see if they
can achieve an agreement that will
bring peace to the former Yugoslavia.

Madam President, I rise to explain
why I am troubled by this resolution,
and what I hope will be the course of
congressional action here. Let me
begin with recent events.

The people of the former Yugoslavia
have suffered almost unimaginable
horrors for the last several years.
Every day seems to bring new reports
of genocidal acts in Bosnia.

In the past week alone we have seen
disclosures which are chilling, that
confirm our worst suspicions about the
fate of so many people who lived in the
alleged safe haven of Srebrenica, who
were driven from their homes and now,
according to eyewitness testimony,
were slaughtered by Serb forces; ac-
cording to some accounts, in the pres-
ence of, perhaps at the direction of,
General Mladic, the commander of the
Bosnian Serb forces already indicted by
the international war crimes tribunal.

New reports highlight ethnic cleans-
ing and genocide by the Serbs in the
area of Banja Luka which continues
even now although these reports are
sketchy ©because the international
media has been denied access to these
locations.

Madam President, last week Assist-
ant Secretary of State for Human
Rights John Shattuck was in Bosnia
and Croatia to investigate the reports
that have come out of the region. He
found that prison camps such as
Keraterm—the site several years ago of
outrageous human rights violations—
have been reopened. A cease-fire is de-
clared but a prison camp is reopened,
the site of torture has been reopened.
He found that people had been forced
from their homes in Banja Luka, some
sent to prison camps, some sent into

October 31, 1995

forced labor, and apparently too many
others murdered, slaughtered, espe-
cially in the Sanski Most and Bosanski
Novi areas around Banja Luka.

Assistant Secretary Shattuck met in
Belgrade with President Milosevic and
demanded immediate and uncondi-
tional access to all missing persons and
to areas where crimes have or may
have been committed.

He also discussed the situation of ref-
ugees from the Krajina. Several thou-
sand Croatian citizens of Serb back-
ground want to return to their homes
there. Shattuck found indicators of a
human rights situation which is nearly
out of control with people of all ethnic
backgrounds being dislocated, per-
secuted and murdered, not for what
they have done but simply for who
they are.

We cannot let the frequency, the reg-
ularity of these reports of systematic
campaigns of rape and terror numb us
to these atrocities. We must express
our outrage as we did when we first
heard these reports years ago. We must
recommit ourselves to bringing the
genocide, the torture, the rape, the
slaughter to an end and to bring those
responsible for this barbarity to jus-
tice.

Last week, I was privileged to join
with the distinguished occupant of the
chair, Senator HUTCHISON, of Texas,
and our colleagues Senators MCCAIN,
LEVIN, THURMOND, and others, in offer-
ing a resolution expressing the sense of
the Senate on this human rights, this
life and death crisis. The resolution
was unanimously adopted as an amend-
ment to the budget reconciliation bill
last Friday.

Let me go to the words of that reso-
lution because we spoke clearly and
unanimously to ‘‘condemn the system-
atic human rights abuses against the
people of Bosnia and Herzegovina.”

We spoke unanimously to demand
that the Bosnian Serb leadership
“‘should immediately halt these atroc-
ities, fully account for the missing, and
allow those who have been separated to
return to their families.”

These are words that describe a situ-
ation that we can only imagine. It is
hard for us to put ourselves into. But
men and boys separated from mothers
and daughters. Where are they going?
What will become of them? We now
find, certainly in Srebrenica, that what
became of them was that they were
slaughtered and buried in mass graves.

Again last week in the resolution
promulgated by the occupant of the
chair, Senator HUTCHISON, we spoke
unanimously to assert that ‘‘‘ethnic
cleansing’ by any faction, group, leader
or government is unjustified, immoral
and illegal and all perpetrators of war
crimes, crimes against humanity, geno-
cide and other human rights violations
in former Yugoslavia must be held ac-
countable.”

Every side in the Bosnian conflict
bears some guilt, some responsibility
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for ethnic violence. The Serbs of Bos-
nia and of Serbia-Montenegro, the
Croats of Bosnia and of Croatia, rebel
Moslems in northwest Bosnia, even
Bosnian Government forces have in-
flicted war on civilian populations and
driven people from their homes. But
there can be no doubt that now, as
throughout the years of war and strife
suffered by the Bosnian people, the
Serbs are primarily responsible and
have committed the most heinous and
brutal crimes.

America must do all that it can to
end these atrocities and to ensure that
the guilty are punished without sup-
porting retribution and allowing the
cycle of violence to continue. The
international community has put in
place a mechanism to do this—the War
Crimes Tribunal for former Yugoslavia.

Earlier this month in Storrs, CT, at a
dedication ceremony for the Thomas J.
Dodd Library and Research Center to
preserve the memories of the Nurem-
berg War Crimes Tribunal 50 years ago,
President Clinton said: ‘‘Those accused
of war crimes, crimes against human-
ity and genocide must be brought to
justice. They must be tried and, if
found guilty, they must be held ac-
countable.” I agree wholeheartedly
with the President as I know my col-
leagues do.

Madam President, in some substan-
tial degree the latest horrific stories of
mass slaughter from Srebrenica, re-
flected in the resolution adopted unani-
mously on Friday evening, remind us
of why so many of us in this Chamber
have been concerned about the course
of events in the former Yugoslavia. As
I saw these events, and others agreed—
some did not—from the beginning this
has been a case of aggression by Serbia,
stimulated in fact from Belgrade. Per-
haps it went beyond what Belgrade
sought, what Belgrade expected. Per-
haps Belgrade was forced to suffer
more than they expected because of the
economic sanctions. But this has been
a course of aggression to build a great-
er Serbia using genocidal tactics as a
means of that aggression.

What did that mean? Again, one na-
tion in Europe invading another, com-
mitting genocidal acts based on the re-
ligion of a people, in this case Moslem;
instability in Europe, at a post-cold
war time when that instability could
spread, if not checked, throughout the
Balkans, involving other countries—
Turkey, Greece, Bulgaria, Albania—
and sending a terrible message to those
who had lived within the former Soviet
Union about the lack of concern or un-
willingness to act by the world, by the
powers in Europe, by NATO.

So, many of us called for a policy of
“lift and strike.” Lift the arms embar-
go. At least give the people of Bosnia
the weapons with which to defend
themselves and then use NATO air
power to strike at the Serbs to make
them pay for the aggression and for the
genocide. For too long no one listened.
Excuses were given. But ultimately, a
resolution passed this Chamber and the
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House, overwhelmingly, with bipar-
tisan support, calling for our Govern-
ment to lift the arms embargo unilat-
erally if the world community was not
prepared to do so multilaterally.

Then came the Croatian invasion and
capture of the Krajina. The outrageous,
the unspeakable murders at
Srebrenica—an army attacking an un-
armed safe haven, U.N. peacekeepers
from the Netherlands left in a horrible
middle position—ultimately aroused
the conscience of the world and par-
ticularly the NATO powers leading to
the extremely successful NATO air-
strikes against Serbian targets, poign-
antly forcing us to raise the question
of whether those airstrikes, if they had
happened at an earlier time, could have
prevented some of the slaughter that
occurred. Because once leadership was
exercised and power was brought to
bear, and those who were the aggres-
sors were forced to suffer some pain
and humiliation, the road to peace was
opened. Assistant Secretary Holbrooke
has moved skillfully, aggressively in
difficult circumstances to find some
common ground among the parties to
bring about a cease-fire that now leads
us to the discussions occurring in Day-
ton, OH, that begin tomorrow.

Some rightly have questioned the
idea of negotiating with Serb leaders
who may themselves be guilty of war
crimes and crimes against humanity. If
we hope to reach a settlement which
will bring the Bosnian conflict to an
end, it may be that we have no choice
but to negotiate with Serb leaders. No
one should misconstrue these negotia-
tions as excusing, forgiving or forget-
ting war crimes which have been com-
mitted. We are doing none of that.
Those who have committed war crimes
with their acts or their orders will be
brought to justice.

Moreover, before real negotiations
can begin, the Serbs must be required
to stop ethnic cleansing and other
atrocities which are still taking place.
This is not an unrealistic or unwar-
ranted precondition, but a test of
whether these negotiations can achieve
peace. If one party or another chooses
to continue to propagate the war or un-
dertakes or tolerates ethnic cleansing,
then we are not dealing with leaders
who want peace.

If these leaders do not control their
own forces and cannot restore an order
which prevents further atrocities and
turns the guilty over for punishment,
then how can these leaders implement
a negotiated settlement in which terri-
tory will change hands but the rights
of all people will be respected?

But if those leaders gathering in
Dayton do stop the fighting and the
atrocities, we must give them every op-
portunity to achieve a negotiated set-
tlement. We owe this to those who
have already died, but more impor-
tantly to those who still live and who
want to live in peace.

The settlement which eventually
comes from these negotiations may not
be what some of us would like, but we
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should not second-guess the decisions
of those who will make them and who
are willing to live with the results.
However, a few elements will be key to
any viable settlement:

To give reconciliation a chance,
there must be real protection for
human rights.

To provide hope for full reintegration
of a multiethnic Bosnian state, there
must be significant unity through a
meaningful Bosnian central govern-
ment.

To ensure long-term stability, a re-
gional military balance must be en-
sured—not just within Bosnia, but
among Bosnia, Serbia, and Croatia.
This will probably require both arms
control and reductions as well as arm-
ing and training the Bosnians.

Finally, to ensure justice without
retribution, the settlement must re-
quire all states of the former Yugo-
slavia—Serbia-Montenegro and Croatia
as well as all parties in Bosnia—to
fully cooperate with the War Crimes
Tribunal and to comply with its indict-
ments and decisions. There can be no
amnesty, no refuge for any guilty
party. As President Clinton said in
Storrs, CT, ‘“There must be peace for
justice to prevail, but there must be
justice when peace prevails.”’

Madam President, the question of
whether there will be a peace treaty
depends on the three nations that are
gathered there under American aus-
pices in Dayton, OH. If they achieve a
peace agreement and open the door to
the end of this slaughter, and present
an opportunity to preserve the sta-
bility in Europe—remember again, why
are we interested? Twice in this cen-
tury aggression and genocide un-
checked in Europe led to wider war.
But if a peace treaty is agreed on, it is
clear that NATO forces will be needed
to implement that peace treaty to
monitor, to keep the parties apart.

Let us be clear that we are on the eve
of proximity talks and the prospect of
peace because the United States exer-
cised leadership and power and the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization ex-
ercised power through discriminate and
carefully planned air strikes. United
States leadership and NATO bombing
against the Bosnian Serb aggressors
were absolutely essential to bringing
all sides to the peace process. But our
involvement cannot end there.

U.S. leadership and involvement by
the United States and NATO will be es-
sential to the successful implementa-
tion of a settlement. The United States
cannot bring the parties this close to
peace and then just wash our hands of
them. We will need to lead this effort
and to be involved as befits the leader
of the free world. We owe this to our
NATO allies and to the alliance which
has served peace and stability for near-
ly 50 years. We owe this to the ravaged
people of Bosnia. And we owe this to
the memories of all who have been the
victims of genocide. It is only right—
no, it is necessary—for the TUnited
States to stand up to genocide. We did
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not stand up in time 50 years ago and
too many innocents perished as a re-
sult. We must not repeat this mistake.

The United States is the leader of
NATO. NATO functioned as an extraor-
dinarily successful defensive military
alliance against the Soviet Union
throughout the cold war. There are
those post-cold war who have asked,
what is NATO’s purpose? But remem-
ber, NATO is the strongest functioning
military alliance among nations in the
world. The NATO powers gathered at
our urging to fight alongside us in the
gulf war to bring about that magnifi-
cent post-cold-war victory. Clearly,
NATO will not be willing to play the
role of peacekeeper or Kkeeping the
peace that may be achieved in Dayton,
OH, unless the United States is part of
that peacekeeping force. I think we
have to be honest about that. If we are
not part of that force, NATO will not
go in, there will not be peace in the
Balkans, and we have only more ag-
gression, more instability, and perhaps
more genocide to look forward to.

Beyond that, Madam President, I
would say this. The relationship in
NATO works both ways. Our allies in
Europe are asking us to be part of this.
Our friends in Bosnia are saying they
will not trust the peace unless we are
part of policing it.

But what is the next crisis going to
be in which we will not want to carry
the burden alone, in which we are turn-
ing to our allies in NATO and saying,
‘“Help us’’? What will they say if we say
to them in this case, ‘‘Sorry, folks, you
take care of it”’?

So I say to my colleagues in the Sen-
ate, there is a lot on the line here.
That is why I say that the resolution
passed in the House last night was un-
timely and unhelpful. I support the pol-
icy of American forces being part of a
NATO force to police a peace treaty
that is agreed upon in NATO. Are there
questions to ask? Yes, there are.
Should the administration consult
with Congress? Of course it should. And
it has been. But this is a time for ques-
tions, not resolutions.

Let me also say I support the second
part of the House resolution, which
says troops should not be dispatched
without congressional authorization.
But let us remember this: So does
President Clinton. He said to Senator
BYRD in his letter he would welcome,
encourage, and at the appropriate time
request an expression of support by
Congress. That is what I anticipate.

President Clinton has already begun
the important process of consultations
with Congress. Key senior officials—
Secretary of State Christopher, Sec-
retary of Defense Perry, the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General
Shalikashvili—have all come to Con-
gress to explain the why and how of
this proposed undertaking. Everyone
understands that there are many im-
portant questions which remain unan-
swered. Some of these answers will de-
pend on the outcome of the negotia-
tions in Dayton. Some will depend on
ongoing NATO military planning.
Some will depend on decisions to be
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made by the North Atlantic Council.
But the President and other adminis-
tration officials have made clear that
the United States will participate in
implementing a peace settlement only
if several nonnegotiable conditions are
met.

The operation must be a NATO oper-
ation, with full NATO command and
control and no U.N. dual key arrange-
ments.

The mandate for U.S. forces and their
missions must be clear.

The forces must be large enough and
the rules of engagement sufficiently
robust for the NATO force to carry out
its mission and to defend itself from
any attack.

President Clinton and his Cabinet of-
ficials have promised to continue their
close consultations with the Congress
and to explain their proposals to the
American people in order to assure
that the President has their support.

This process of consultation should
continue in a meaningful, bipartisan
way. The President needs the support
of Congress and the American people if
this mission is to be successful. Just as
President Bush recognized the need for
congressional support before combat
began in the Persian Gulf war, Presi-
dent Clinton realizes the importance of
congressional support. Thus, he has
said, in words nearly identical to those
used by President Bush in January
1991, he ‘‘would welcome, encourage
and, at the appropriate time, request
an expression of support by Congress
promptly after a peace agreement is
reached.”

So I hope that my colleagues in both
Chambers will give the negotiators
some room, ask questions, but hold the
resolution until a much more appro-
priate and constructive time.

I welcome the coming debate. The
stakes are too high for the people of
Bosnia, for our men and women in uni-
form, for the position of America in the
world of the next century and for all
Americans for us not to engage in this
debate.

Just as in those early days of 1991
when I joined a majority of the Senate
in supporting George Bush’s use of
force in the gulf war, we are at a turn-
ing point in our history. When His Ho-
liness Pope John Paul II was recently
in the United States, he spent a short
period of time with President Clinton.
The President reports that the Pope
said to him at the end of that conversa-
tion, ‘“Mr. President, I am not a young
man. I have a long memory. This cen-
tury began with a war in Sarajevo. We
must not let this century end with a
war in Sarajevo.”’

If we believe in the hope expressed by
the Pope and in the important role
which America must play in the world,
we must be involved in implementing
peace in Bosnia. Without us there will
be no involvement by NATO. Without
NATO there will be no peace to imple-
ment. Without peace in the Balkans,
there will be no peace and no stability
in Europe, and there will be a continu-
ation of murder and genocide. I am not
prepared to accept this outcome for
America or the world.
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I thank the Chair and I yield the
floor.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair.

What is the business before the Sen-
ate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con-
ference report on transportation appro-
priations.

Mr. KERRY. Is there any time limit
at this point in time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. The
previous order was to recess at the
hour of 12:30 p.m. until 2:15 p.m.

Mr. KERRY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be permitted to proceed for
such time as I might consume. It will
not be long. I assume the Senator from
Minnesota wants time.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask unanimous
consent for 5 minutes before we close,
if that would be all right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?
Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I
thank you very much. I shall not be
long.

BOSNIAN PEACE POLICY

Mr. KERRY. I listened with interest
to the comments of the Senator from
Connecticut, with whom I worked on
this issue, and others. He is correct
that certainly the resolution passed by
the Senate with respect to the arms
embargo sent a message. But the truth
is that the policy that has been put in
place in Bosnia that has been success-
ful was the opposite of what that reso-
lution called on the Senate to do. Peo-
ple should reflect on that. The resolu-
tion that was passed so dramatically
by the Senate said, ‘“‘Let’s abandon the
place and basically just arm them and
let them fight.”” Many of us argued
that that would have been a disastrous
event for the world, for the United Na-
tions, for NATO, and that everybody
would have been left asking who was
responsible for this extraordinary mess
if that had, indeed, been the policy of
this country.

Courageously, the President pursued
a different policy. The different policy
that he pursued was to finally elicit
from our friends and allies in Europe a
willingness to do what the President
had been asking them to do for some
period of time, which was to be willing
to take certain risks, use the power of
NATO, and try to force the process to
peace talks.

There is less killing in Bosnia today
than there would have been if the pol-
icy of the United States Senate had
been pursued. There is less Kkilling
today because the President and NATO
and the European leaders undertook a
policy, which I will agree was one that
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many of us would have liked to have
seen put into place some time pre-
viously, but nevertheless, a policy dif-
ferent from that espoused by the Sen-
ate. It is a policy which now, hopefully,
could conceivably result in a peace,
though I think Secretary Holbrooke is
accurate to say this is a gamble. There
are huge variables, and I do not think
expectations ought to be high, though
obviously hopes ought to be high.

——————

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996.

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I rise
today in support of the conference re-
port on the Transportation appropria-
tions bill. I would just like to take a
moment to acknowledge the excep-
tional work of Senator LAUTENBERG
and Senator HATFIELD in developing
this compromise approach that is now
on the floor.

This is a critical time for our public
infrastructure investments. There are
many of us here in the Senate who are
deeply disturbed by the level of reduc-
tion on the investment side of the ledg-
er, not just in public infrastructure,
but in human beings. I am convinced
we will pay a price for that. But meas-
ured against the overall choices that
we are making in the Senate right now,
this transportation bill, I think, has
done its best, and Senators HATFIELD
and LAUTENBERG have done their best,
to strike a balance between transit and
passenger rail and highway construc-
tion programs.

I would have liked to have seen that
balance be a little bit different, but I
still am heartened by the fact that
they held onto important initiatives
and, I might add from a parochial point
of view, some important initiatives for
New England and for Massachusetts. I
commend them for doing that.

I am particularly pleased that the
conference report recognizes the sig-
nificance of multimodal and fixed
guideway transportation projects as
well as the need to maintain Federal
support for Amtrak and the Northeast
Corridor Improvement Program. I am
concerned that operating subsidies for
mass transit are significantly reduced
and in some places, particularly in
rural or outlying areas, we are going to
see reductions that have a dramatic
impact on low-income, disabled, and
senior citizens’ ability to be able to get
to work, to get to shopping places, to
move around the community. And
while it may look OK on the short-
term ledger of a budget, those things
build community as much as a lot of
other things that we care about. When
people cannot get somewhere,
storeowners lose, community centers
lose, and the people lose.

So not having a vibrant transit sys-
tem is not somehow going to be made
up, we know, by the private sector be-
cause the bottom line has always been
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that the private sector cannot make
money at it. That is why we have the
public transit in the first place.

I must express my serious disappoint-
ment in the severe reductions in tran-
sit operating assistance that will likely
mean a reduction of some $3 million for
Massachusetts.

The conference report reflects the
crossroads at which Congress finds
itself with Amtrak. Despite the many
benefits of passenger rail, some Mem-
bers do not consider investment in pas-
senger rail an appropriate use of tax-
payer dollars. Others—and I count my-
self among this group—know from pre-
vious experience both here and abroad
that the capital-intensive nature of
passenger rail makes it unlikely to sur-
vive as a viable transportation mode
without some form of Government sup-
port. Indeed, the U.S. ranks 35th among
the nations of the world in per capita
spending on passenger rail—behind
such countries as Belarus, Botswana,
and Guinea. In appropriating $635 mil-
lion for Amtrak, which is about $160
million less than the fiscal year 1995
funding level, the conferees anticipate
enactment of legislation to reform Am-
trak. As a member of the Senate Com-
merce Committee, which has reported
legislation to restructure Amtrak so as
to place it on a path toward greater fis-
cal stability and accountability, I
pledge to help move this bill forward as
soon as possible.

My concern for passenger rail is par-
ticularly keen when it comes to the
Northeast corridor and the need to
move ahead with track work, upgrad-
ing maintenance facilities and comple-
tion of the electrification of the north-
ern section as soon as possible. This
project is vital to reducing congestion
in the corridor, which in turn will re-
sult in important environmental, en-
ergy and employment benefits. The
$115 million the conference report pro-
vides for NECIP, some $85 million less
than in fiscal year 1995, will enable
work to move forward, albeit more
slowly.

Another area of special importance
to Massachusetts is mass transit. I am
frankly disappointed and disturbed by
the significant reduction in funding
agreed to by the conferees for mass
transit operating assistance. From $710
million in fiscal year 1995 down to the
$400 million contained in the con-
ference report, this severe cut in fund-
ing will have a devastating effect on
mass transit systems, particularly in
the Pioneer Valley, Worcester, Attle-
boro, and the Lawrence-Haverhill
areas. For Pioneer Valley alone, this
means a $1 million reduction, or a cut
of more than 47 percent in Federal
funds. A reduction of this magnitude
will most certainly force the transit
authorities to curtail service and raise
fares, creating significant hardship for
those who depend on mass transit—
such as the elderly, disabled, and low-
income riders—for basic shopping
needs, and to commute to work and to
school. It is my hope that this sharp
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downward trend in critical mass tran-
sit funding will be reversed next year.

I am grateful to the conferees for in-
cluding in their report more than $20
million for the south Boston Piers
Transitway. The transitway is a crit-
ical component of the State implemen-
tation plan, and is anticipated to serve
22,000 daily riders. This construction
project has stayed on schedule and on
budget, and has an impressive cost-ef-
fectiveness index of $9 to $16 per new
passenger trip.

Another important project that will
receive $2 million through the Federal
Transit Administration’s bus and bus
facilities account in fiscal year 1996 is
the Worcester Intermodal Center. The
center, in a renovated Union Station in
Worcester, MA, will provide convenient
access to commuter rail, buses, and
taxis to Worcester County’s 710,000
residents.

I have heard some concerns expressed
about the provisions of the conference
report relating to reform of the Federal
Aviation Administration, FAA, and
particularly to those sections dealing
with the rights of workers to organize
and bargain collectively. As a member
of the authorizing committee that
oversees the FAA, I intend to monitor
closely the FAA’s personnel reform
plan to assure that the labor rights of
FAA workers are fully protected and
will keep the statement of the con-
ference managers to this effect in mind
as the Commerce Committee considers
legislation to restructure the FAA.

Another area about which I am con-
cerned is funding for the U.S. Coast
Guard. The Coast Guard is vital to my
State of Massachusetts, with its hun-
dreds of miles of coastline, harsh
weather conditions, bustling maritime
industry, hearty fishing industry, and
thriving recreational boating popu-
lation.

Indeed, the Coast Guard is vital to
the safety and well-being of citizens in
every coastal State, and in every State
with navigable waters. Today, over 50
percent of the U.S. population lives
within the coastal zone, and directly
benefits from the services the Coast
Guard provides. But, indirectly, the
Coast Guard, in the performance of its
mission, protects every American. In
fact, more than two-thirds of the total
budget for the Coast Guard goes to op-
erating expenses to protect public safe-
ty and the marine environment, en-
force laws and treaties, maintain aids
to navigation, prevent illegal drug traf-
ficking and illegal immigration, and
preserve defense readiness.

With this high demand for services I
am amazed that the Coast Guard would
consider reducing its operations but in
response to our budget dilemma that is
exactly what it is doing. The Coast
Guard is in the process of an internal
downsizing and streamlining program
which in 4 years will reduce its size by
12 percent or 4,000 people, and cut $400
million. However, despite these cost
cutting efforts, the funding for the
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Coast Guard provided by the con-
ference—$2.5679 billion for operations
and $362 million for acquisition, con-
struction and improvements—is well
below the President’s requests of $2.618
billion for operations and $428 million
for acquisition, construction, and im-
provements.

The Coast Guard has always been
able to do more with less, but I am con-
cerned that this level of funding will be
inadequate for the Coast Guard to con-
tinue successfully to perform impor-
tant missions and operations. In addi-
tion, the conference report contains
contradictory provisions concerning
funding—the first provision, which I
fully endorse, assumes that additional
funding of $300 million will be provided
in the Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act for Coast Guard oper-
ations. The second provision, which I
oppose, makes available at the discre-
tion of the Secretary of Transportation
the transfer of up to $60 million to the
FAA budget. I do not think setting up
agencies within a Department to battle
one another for funding is a wise
course.

I am pleased to see that the con-
ference agreement disallowed the clo-
sure of any Coast Guard multimission
small boat stations for fiscal year 1996.
While I recognize the necessity of the
Coast Guard’s streamlining efforts, I
am worried that efforts to downsize
field operations may unreasonably in-
crease the threat to life, property, and
the environment. I concur with the
views expressed in the Senate Appro-
priations Committee report that cited
the very real though intangible deter-
rence benefits of these stations. Com-
bined with their direct benefits, I be-
lieve these outweigh the value of the
management efficiencies and small
budgetary savings that may result
from their closure. I also agree with
the conference report which stated
that the Coast Guard’s station closure
methodology failed to fairly consider
distinctions among small boat sta-
tions, such as water temperature and
survival time. I have proposed provi-
sions in the Coast Guard authorization
bill that establish a more formal proc-
ess for station closures and require the
Coast Guard to take the appropriators’
concerns into consideration while al-
lowing the Coast Guard the flexibility
to modify the levels of its resources as
it sees fit.

Once again, I compliment and thank
the Senators from Oregon and New Jer-
sey for their leadership in developing
this important legislation. While I
would have liked for it to do more in
some areas, it is a commendable at-
tempt to meet our Nation’s transpor-
tation needs within the budget limits
allotted to them.

I would just like to finally publicly
say I am deeply concerned, also, about
the reductions in the Coast Guard. I
know that the Coast Guard has accept-
ed the Presidential directive and other
directives to streamline and to reduce.
Those reductions and that stream-
lining are good, and it is important.
But I am convinced that measured
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against the extraordinary increase in
Coast Guard duties and responsibil-
ities, we are asking them to do more
than may be possible.

More than two-thirds of the total
budget for the Coast Guard goes to op-
erating expenses for public safety—the
marine environment, to enforce laws
and treaties, to maintain aids to navi-
gation, to prevent illegal drug traf-
ficking and illegal navigation, immi-
gration, and also to preserve defense
readiness. If you look at the increase in
responsibility measured against the
last 10 years of reduction in resources,
once again I think we have to be very
careful that we are not shortchanging
ourselves.

Madam President, I yield the floor. I
thank the Chair.

Mr. WELLSTONE
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

addressed the

————

THE RECONCILIATION BILL

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
I thank the Chair, and I will try to
make this relatively brief. I know the
presiding officer has a conference
luncheon to go to.

Madam President, when I go back to
teaching in 7 years, one of the classes
that I am going to teach is going to
focus on what happened on Friday
night on the floor of the U.S. Senate.
And I say this with a slight smile be-
cause you have to have a twinkle in
your eye, but at the same time I say it
with a tremendous amount of indigna-
tion.

In the dark of night my State of Min-
nesota was cut $524 million in medical
assistance for people in our State. I
will come back to that in a moment.

Late afternoon and early evening I
kept asking, ‘“Where is the Finance
Committee amendment on the for-
mula?’’ After all, we are not just talk-
ing about formula, we are talking
about people’s lives. At 6 p.m., one
version, 9 p.m., the final version. All of
a sudden, back room decisions. No
chance for review, no chance to talk to
constituents. Some States come out
doing very well. Texas gains $5.2 bil-
lion; that is good for Texas. California
loses $4.2 billion; that is not so good for
California. Then, in a departure from
any rational allocation formula, the
legislative language of the amendment
contains ‘‘additional amounts,” addi-
tional money. We are talking about
people leveraging their votes for the
following States:

We have $63 million more for Ari-
zona; $250 million more for Florida; $34
million more for Georgia; $76 million
more for Kentucky; $181 million more
for South Carolina; $250 million more
for the State of Washington. And then,
at 9 p.m., new legislative language is
released adding Vermont to the list,
with an additional $50 million.

Madam President, in the dark of
night, a decision was made by some-
body, and I came out on the floor at 9
o’clock and said, ‘““Who made this deci-

October 31, 1995

sion? Who were the people that made
this decision accountable to? What
happened to my State of Minnesota?
On top of $2.4 billion of cuts in medical
assistance, you now have cut my State
by $524 million more.”

Madam President, the majority lead-
er came out and said, ‘“‘But Minnesota
is doing better than in the House for-
mula.”” That is true. There we were
being cut $3.5 billion. But we thought
we had an understanding. We thought
there was an agreement and the reduc-
tions had been reduced by $1 billion
and the Senate by $2.4 billion. Then the
majority leader said something to the
effect, ‘“Well, the Governor supports
this.”

Madam President, I am really
pleased that the Governor of Minnesota
does not support this. Governor Carl-
son is meeting with the majority lead-
er. He is coming to Washington, DC, to
try and find out what happened, and to
advocate for our State, which is ex-
actly what he should do. Whether we
are Democrats or Republicans, we
should be advocating for our States.

The most serious part of this deci-
sionmaking process is—actually, there
is an ‘““A” and a ‘“‘B” to the serious
part. A, it is in the dark of the night,
behind closed doors—decisionmaking,
cutting deals, accountable to nobody,
no review, no opportunity to talk to
constituents. That is problem No. 1, re-
gardless of what happened to different
States.

Problem No. 2: My State was cut by
$524 million.

Problem No. 3: Let us translate the
statistics in human terms. We have
425,000 recipients on what we call
“medical assistance’” in Minnesota;
300,000 of them are children. Sixty per-
cent of our payments go to elderly and
nursing homes. Many people with dis-
abilities rely on this support so they
can stay at home and not be institu-
tionalized. We are projected to grow
from 425,000 to 535,000 medical assist-
ance recipients in the year 2002.

Madam President, I intend to fight
this all the way. Minnesota was shafted
in the dark of the night decision-
making, and a lot of people in my
State are going to be hurt. I am going
to make sure this formula is reversed.

Madam President, I think the more
people in the country get a chance to
see what is in these budget bills, the
more they are not going to like it. If
the President is strong and he vetoes
these bills—which he should—there is
no Minnesota standard of fairness in
these budget cuts—and the people have
a chance to be engaged in this process,
I am absolutely convinced that we can
inject some fairness, some elementary
basic Minnesota fairness, back into
this process. But, for right now, I am
not letting up. I heard the Senator
from Florida give a brilliant speech
Friday night. I say to my colleague
from Florida, I am not letting up on
this. I am fighting this all the way,
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until Minnesota gets some fairness in
this formula. I am not going to let
folks, in a back room deal, shaft my
State and a lot of the citizens in my
State.

I am delighted that the Governor of
Minnesota is going to join in this effort
to make sure we get a fair formula.

———

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:54 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
CRAIG).

———
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT,

1996—CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report. The yeas and nays have
been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘“‘yea.”

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is
necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 87,
nays 10, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 557 Leg.]

YEAS—87
Abraham Feinstein Mack
Akaka Frist McCain
Ashcroft Glenn McConnell
Baucus Gorton Mikulski
Bennett Graham Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Gramm Moynihan
Bond Grams Murkowski
Boxer Grassley Murray
Breaux Gregg Nickles
Brown Harkin Nunn
Bryan Hatch Pell
Bumpers Helms Pressler
Burns Hollings Pryor
Campbell Hutchison Robb
Chafee Inhofe Roth
Coats Inouye Santorum
Cochran Jeffords Sarbanes
Cohen Kassebaum Shelby
Conrad Kempthorne Simon
Coverdell Kennedy Simpson
Craig Kerry Smith
D’Amato Kohl Snowe
DeWine Kyl Specter
Dodd Lautenberg Stevens
Dole Leahy Thomas
Domenici Levin Thompson
Exon Lieberman Thurmond
Faircloth Lott Warner
Feingold Lugar Wellstone

NAYS—10
Biden Ford Reid
Byrd Heflin Rockefeller
Daschle Johnston
Dorgan Kerrey

NOT VOTING—2

Bradley Hatfield

So the conference report was agreed
to.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, is leader
time reserved?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

———

MIDDLE EAST PEACE
FACILITATION ACT

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, tonight at
midnight, the Middle East Peace Fa-
cilitation Act [MEPFA] will expire.
Last night at 8:20, a written request for
a short-term extension was faxed to my
office by the State Department. This
morning, I spoke to Secretary of State
Christopher about the issue. Until the
letter and phone call, my office had re-
ceived no communication about the
need for the latest extension. I know
the Secretary is concerned that a delay
in extending the act could be read as
lack of support for the Middle East
peace process. I share that concern, but
I am also concerned that we have an
administration that refuses to deal re-
sponsibly with Congress.

I want to be very clear: the U.S. Sen-
ate has gone on the record on repeated
occasions supporting the Middle East
peace process. We have extended
MEPFA three times this year: on June
23, on August 11, and on September 29.
Each time the Congress acted prompt-
ly. T hope we are able to act today as
well.

We support the peace process. We un-
derstand the risks being taken by both
sides. We understand that peacemaking
is not easy, and that the process is sub-
ject to disruption. As I speak today,
Israel’s withdrawal from the West
Bank town of Jenin has started. Our
lead negotiator in the Middle East,
Dennis Ross, called my office this
morning from Israel to express his con-
cern over the consequences of not ex-
tending MEPFA.

Extending MEPFA allows the Presi-
dent to waive certain provisions of law
concerning the Palestine Liberation
Organization. It allows the provision of
United States assistance to the Pal-
estine authority, and it allows a Pales-
tinian office to operate in the United
States. The Foreign Operations Appro-
priations Conference Report provides
for a permanent extension of MEPFA
but it is not likely to be enacted soon.

If Congress does not act today to pro-
vide another short-term extension, the
President’s waiver authority will lapse.
Under these time constraints, unani-
mous consent is required to proceed.

Today, I am informed the chairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee,
Senator HELMS, will object to any
unanimous-consent request extending
MEPFA unless the terms of a previous
agreement entered into by the full Sen-
ate have been met. The last time the
Senate extended MEPFA, Senator
HELMS and Senator KERRY of Massa-
chusetts worked out an agreement pro-
viding for consideration of S. 908, the
Foreign Relations Reorganization Act.

For the benefit of all Senators, I
would like to briefly review what has
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happened over the last month. On Sep-
tember 29, the Senate passed an exten-
sion of MEPFA and entered into an
agreement providing for consideration
of S. 908 after the managers agreed on
an amendment. On October 10, Senator
HELMS wrote to Senator KERRY and
urged him to make some kind of offer.
The next day, Senator KERRY re-
sponded that ‘‘progress was being
made’’ in developing an offer.

On October 19, Senator KERRY met
with Senator HELMS and provided an
outline—not legislation—of a proposed
managers’ amendment. Later that day,
Senator HELMS made a counter offer to
Senator KERRY, changing the amount
of savings from reorganization from
$1.2 billion over 4 years to $2.5 billion
over 5 years. Senator KERRY’s response
was to propose 25 additional changes in
the bill and to request unprecedented
guarantees about the outcome of a
House-Senate conference.

Until this morning, Senator HELMS
had heard very little from Senator
KERRY or his staff. While staff negotia-
tions have begun, there is no agree-
ment on the central issue of cost sav-
ings. Once again, the administration
has refused to provide information to
Congress about cost information. I
hope the Democrat manager, Senator
KERRY of Massachusetts, is able to
make a legislative agreement today,
whether the administration is willing
or not.

The State Department wants Senator
HELMS to lift his objection to pro-
ceeding with MEPFA despite the al-
most total lack of effort over the last
32 days. Senator HELMS is completely
within his rights to object to any unan-
imous-consent request. I hope that as
the day proceeds, Senator KERRY and
the administration decide it is finally
time to deal seriously with the Senate
majority.

Contrary to some of the statements
made by the administration, Senator
HELMS is not insisting on ‘‘getting his
way.”” What he is insisting on is that
the will of the majority be heard, and
that the Senate simply have a chance
to vote on whether to save money by
reorganizing our international affairs
agencies.

I believe in the importance of bipar-
tisan cooperation. Let me point out
that if the administration had not or-
chestrated a filibuster of S. 908 earlier
this year, the Middle East Peace Fa-
cilitation Act would have been perma-
nently extended by now—in that same
legislation. Unfortunately, due to the
administration’s intransigence and re-
fusal to negotiate, MEPFA is once
again a last-minute demand on a busy
Senate schedule.

I hope we are able to work together
on MEPFA, and I hope it happens
today. I hope a managers’ amendment
is filed today. However, it is going to
be very difficult, if not impossible, to
work together on one issue today if
there is no cooperation from the other
side on moving to conference on the
budget reconciliation bill.
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MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that there now be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning
business with Senators permitted to
speak for 5 minutes each until the hour
of 3:30 p.m.

At 3:30 p.m., it will be my intention
to call up the conference report to ac-
company the energy-water appropria-
tions bill. A rollcall vote has been re-
quested. Therefore, another vote is ex-
pected during today’s session of the
Senate. We hope to adjourn fairly early
this evening.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——————

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
THE RECONCILIATION BILL

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, you would
think after we broke the record on
votes on the reconciliation bill—we had
39 votes here on Friday, and we were
here after midnight on Thursday and
midnight on Friday—that we could
proceed to appoint conferees on the
reconciliation bill. But I am now ad-
vised that the Democrats will want to
use at least part of the 10 hours they
are permitted under the Budget Act
and maybe have as many as four addi-
tional rollcall votes.

I must say, had I known that, we
would certainly have been here yester-
day, and I was trying to accommodate
Members on both sides of the aisle. I
will not do that again without check-
ing very carefully.

My view was that we had had an un-
precedented number of amendments of-
fered by the other side. We had on this,
as I said, 39 votes in 1 day, never hav-
ing had that many votes in the history
of the Senate. And it seemed to me
that we would move on to the appoint-
ment of conferees and complete action
without all this additional 10 hours or
5 hours or 4 hours, whatever it is. So I
will have to decide when to bring up
the bill—maybe sometime late tomor-
row afternoon.

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate minority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. I would allocate
whatever leader time I may need to re-
spond to the distinguished majority
leader.

———

ACCOMMODATING THE SENATE
SCHEDULE

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, let me
say that last week we began with about
130 amendments which Senators on our
side had hoped to offer. I indicated to
the majority leader that it would be
my hope we could bring that list down
to under 30, and we checked the record
again and that list was reduced to 25
amendments, as I had hoped we could
reduce them to. And so I think to the
degree it was possible we accommo-
dated both in time as well as in number
the desire on the part of the leadership
on both sides to successfully complete
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the deliberations on the budget resolu-
tion Friday night.

With regard to the conference report,
again, we faced a number of motions to
instruct; that it was my hope we could
reduce in number from perhaps as
many as 20 to less than a handful. I
think we have agreed as a result of the
discussion in conference that it will
not be 20; it will not be 12; it will not
be anything more than 4—4 very spe-
cific targeted motions that we would
be willing to agree, timewise, to not
take the 10 hours.

I wish to accommodate the schedule
of the distinguished majority leader,
and I hope we could work through this
in a way that would accommodate both
of our needs. Let me emphasize, our
colleagues feel very strongly about a
number of the issues that we raised
through amendments last week. We
feel very strongly this week. We will be
watching with the great interest of ev-
erybody in the conference what devel-
ops in that conference, and we think it
is very important to articulate in as
strong a way as we can what our con-
cerns are. We have a number of con-
cerns that will not be addressed in
these motions to instruct. There were a
number of Senators who said they
wanted the opportunity to move an
amendment or a motion, and we will do
that in other ways—in the form of let-
ters, in the form of conversations with
our colleagues—but we will limit our
motions to instruct to four.

So it is an effort to balance, Mr.
President, our degree of concern with
our interest in working through this
effort procedurally in an effort to ac-
commodate all Senators.

That is what we will do whenever the
distinguished leader decides to bring up
the conferees motion, and we will be
prepared to work with him in that re-
gard.

I yield the floor.

Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair informs the Senator we are now
in morning business. The Senator from
New York.

————

EXTENSION FOR REPAYMENT OF
MEXICO’S LOAN

Mr. DPAMATO. Mr. President, with-
out any fanfare, late this past Friday
afternoon, the Clinton administration
quietly gave the Government of Mexico
an extension on their loan payments
owed to the United States taxpayers.
This delay contrasts sharply with the
much publicized partial prepayment
Mexico made on the same loan just a
few weeks ago.

Yesterday, the Mexican Government
was supposed to pay the remaining $1.3
billion of their $2 billion payment to
the United States. This money is only
a part of the $12.5 billion in loans given
to Mexico by the Clinton administra-
tion this year.

On October 6, as part of the public re-
lations campaign for Mexican Presi-
dent Zedillo’s visit, Mexico paid back
$700 million. At that time the Clinton
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administration hailed this partial pre-
payment saying, ‘“‘“The American tax-
payer is being repaid ahead of sched-
ule.”

But what that amounted to, Mr.
President, was nothing more than a
publicity stunt. This so-called prepay-
ment turned out to be a sham.

What about the $1.3 billion still owed
to the American taxpayers that was
due yesterday? On Friday, the real
story came out. Without the fanfare,
the photo opportunities, and the state
dinner at the White House, the Clinton
administration quietly announced that
it was their plan all along to allow
Mexico to postpone paying back its
loan.

Mr. President, I am outraged. It ap-
pears to this Senator that the loans to
Mexico may never be repaid, and the
Clinton administration knows it. I
have serious doubts that the American
taxpayer will ever be repaid all of the
$12.5 billion that this administration
sent to Mexico.

It is time to stop playing politics and
tell the truth to the American public.
Make no mistake about what and who
is bankrolling the Clinton administra-
tion loans to the Mexican Government.
It is the U.S. taxpayer, the American
citizen. And the reality stands in sharp
contrast to what the administration
said just weeks ago. The American tax-
payers are not being paid back on time.

The Clinton administration’s claims
that the Mexican bailout is a success
rings hollow. The Mexican bailout is a
failure for the American taxpayers and
the Mexican economy. The history of
the Clinton administration’s bailout is
a failed one.

On December 9, 1994, President Clin-
ton lauded Mexico as an economic suc-
cess story. And just 10 days later the
Mexican Government ineptly devalued
their peso by 20 percent. The peso’s
value subsequently went into a free fall
and capital fled Mexico.

Ironically, we have recently learned
that Mexican investors have been pull-
ing their money out of Mexico before
the peso’s crash. They were tipped off,
Mr. President. They got their money
out long before the rest of the world
found out what was happening. The
question again emerges, why are Amer-
ican taxpayers forced by the Clinton
administration to bail out a foreign
economy that was first abandoned by
its own wealthy citizens?

I have said all along that American
tax dollars are being sent to Mexico to
bail out wealthy global speculators.
That is wrong. So where are we now?
The Mexican Government, with the ap-
proval and consent of the Clinton ad-
ministration, has used American tax-
payer dollars to pay off investors, but
the Mexican economy remains in
shambles. Global speculators have
reaped huge profits while U.S. tax-
payers are left holding the bag.

Last Thursday, the Mexican peso
dropped to a 7-month low, trading at
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7.23 pesos to the dollar, almost match-
ing its low point of 7.5 pesos to the dol-
lar in early March. The Mexican Cen-
tral Bank frantically intervened to
support the peso but despite these ef-
forts, the peso closed at 6.925 to the
dollar yesterday. Banks in Mexico may
have to raise short-term interest rates
even higher to help the peso recover its
value.

These high interest rates are already
crippling Mexican families and small
businesses. And, Mr. President, do you
know who they hold responsible for
this? The United States of America.
The Clinton and Zedillo administra-
tions’ assertions that the Mexican
economy is recovering simply does not
hold water. It is not true. The Amer-
ican people and the United States Con-
gress deserve all the facts on the Mexi-
can economic situation.

This summer, I released a report on
the Mexican economic crisis that de-
tailed a disturbing pattern of deception
and misrepresentation of the true state
of the Mexican economy. News reports
indicate an internal study commis-
sioned by the International Monetary
Fund [IMF], sheds new light on the
subject and confirms this disturbing
pattern. Now the Clinton administra-
tion has classified the report—the
Whittome report—and is resisting ef-
forts to make it available to the public.
The public has a right to know the
whole truth. Why is the Treasury De-
partment hiding this information from
the American public?

I have written to the Director of the
IMF and copied the Secretary of the
Treasury to request that this report be
made public. We have sent $12.5 billion
worth of taxpayer money directly from
the United States and $9.8 billion from
the IMF. Another $1.6 billion will be
sent from the IMF to Mexico next
month. And do you know who is the
single largest contributor to the IMF—
the United States. According to news
reports, the Whittome report provides
valuable insight into the handling of
the Mexican economic crisis by the ad-
ministration and the IMF. Yet neither
of them wants to share this report with
the American public.

On October 18, I wrote to the Director
of the IMF asking him to make it
available. The public has a right to
know the whole truth but so far the
Treasury Department and the IMF
have not responded to my request.

We were told several weeks ago that
Mexico was recovering wonderfully,
that it was repaying its debt of $700
million earlier than required, but the
administration knew 2 weeks ago that
Mexico would be unable to pay the full
debt, which was $2 billion. So they put
up $700 million, when they still owe us
$1.3 billion and call it a success. It is
disingenuous to say the least.

Mr. President, let me make a pre-
diction before I close. I predict that
there will be a time in the not-too-dis-
tant future when we will see Mexico
come quietly to the Treasury, the
United States Treasury, and make a
deal for more money, and this adminis-
tration will once again go along with
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it. The American people will be the los-
ers. We should be prepared the next
time they come to say no.

There is an old saying, ‘“You don’t
put good money after bad.” But I guess
we have an administration that figures
if it is not their money, that it only be-
longs to the American taxpayers, that
wise old saying is not valid.

I believe this Congress has a respon-
sibility to demand that report, and I
intend to submit a resolution express-
ing the sense of the Senate that report
be made available so that the Amer-
ican people can see that we have a Gov-
ernment that operates in accordance
with the rules and they can judge the
situation for themselves. They can de-
cide whether or not they are ever going
to get that $12.56 billion back. The
American public can decide whether or
not the administration has dealt with
them fairly and candidly.

Mr. President, I thank you for your
courtesies and I yield the floor.

Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). The Senator from Oklahoma
is recognized for 5 minutes in morning
business.

Mr. INHOFE. Thank you.

———

AMERICAN TROOPS IN BOSNIA

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I want
to take this opportunity and many
other opportunities between now and
the next few weeks, to strongly urge
the President to come to Congress for
authorization before he makes a deci-
sion to send American troops into Bos-
nia. We have discussed this in our com-
mittee meetings, our Senate Armed
Services Committee, and I am very
much concerned about the fact that if
you look at the history of Bosnia, all
the way back to the Ottoman empire,
you see that you have these three war-
ring factions that have always warred
with each other.

We know that the Archduke who was
assassinated was what precipitated
World War I right there in Sarajevo.
We know that in World War II, Marshal
Tito, when he was putting together his
alliance to go against the Germans, he
had most of them except for Croatia.
At that time Croatia was on the other
side. We were on the side of the Bos-
nian Moslems and the Serbs. So it has
been a moving target throughout the
years.

The only thing that is consistent is
that they have been murdering each
other. And we have evidence in the last
6 months, all three factions have fired
on their own troops and tried to blame
the other side. So we have a long and
agonizing history of what has been
happening over there. There is no more
hostile area any place in the world to
send our troops on the ground than
there.

Back in World War II, any of us who
have studied history at all remember
how the former Yugoslavians were able
to hold off the best that Hitler had on
the ratio of 1 to 8. This, in other words,
is not the Persian Gulf. These are
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mountains with caves, Mr. President.
This is an area where historically a
small number of people have been able
to murder a much larger force and take
many, many casualties. This is the en-
vironment into which we are talking
about sending our troops.

I draw an analogy between that and
Lebanon in 1983. In 1983, we sent our
troops over to Lebanon. We had a very
modest mission at that time, and it
was not until the months rolled by
when the bomb went off and 241 of our
troops were killed, and, of course, then
there was a public cry, and we brought
our troops home.

Or Somalia. I cannot hang that on
the Democrats because George Bush, in
December, after he lost the election,
before the new President, President
Clinton, was sworn in, he sent troops to
Somalia really just for 7 weeks. And
then he went out of office and Clinton
came in. At that time I was serving in
the other body. Almost every month
we sent a resolution to the President,
“Bring our troops home. There is no
mission that is relative to our Nation’s
security in Somalia.” And it was not
until 18 of our Rangers were murdered
in cold blood and they dragged their
corpses through the streets of
Mogadishu that there was enough pub-
lic outcry to bring the troops back
home, and we did with our tail between
our legs. Nothing was accomplished.
You see, we have adopted a foreign pol-
icy in this country where we are send-
ing our troops out on humanitarian
missions, as opposed to missions where
we have our Nation’s security at risk.

Well, now, this came to a head when
we had our Senate Armed Services
Committee meeting—it was a public
meeting—just the other day. We had
Secretary Christopher, Secretary
Perry, and General Shalikashvili.
When we came to the part where we
were talking about the mission, the
strongest mission they could state that
we have in Bosnia is twofold: First to
contain a civil war, which has been
going on for hundreds of years; second,
to protect the integrity of NATO, the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

So I asked a question—and this was
after there was a quote from General
Rose, who was the U.N. commander in
Bosnia. He said, “If America sends
troops over there, they would lose
more American lives than they lost in
the Persian Gulf.” There we lost 390
lives. So I said, ‘‘So we can reasonably
assume we are going to lose hundreds
of American lives if we send troops
over on the ground in Bosnia? That
being the case, Secretary Perry, is our
mission, as you have described it, to
contain a civil war and to protect the
integrity of NATO worth the cost of
many hundreds of American lives?’’ He
said, ‘“Yes,” without flinching. I said,
““Secretary Christopher?’’ He said,
“Yes.” And General Shalikashvili said,
“Yes.”
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So here we have the people who are
in the top ranks, the President’s three
top men, reflecting the wishes of the
President—that is, to send troops into
Bosnia on the ground.

There is something else that is very
curious about this, which came up in
this meeting. They stated in the meet-
ing that no matter what the condition
was 12 months from now, those troops
would be back in the United States.

I ask you, Mr. President, in all of
your well-read days on military
science, if you have ever found a time
when a country sent its troops into a
warring area with a time certain to
come back, regardless of the cir-
cumstances, whether we were in the
middle of a very hostile situation or
whether it was a peace accord, we are
going to bring them home in 12
months?

They all said, ‘“Yes.” They had it
written down that, ‘“The troops will re-
turn in 12 months.” As much as I hate
to see it, the only thing I could think
of with any degree of certainty that is
going to happen in 12 months is that it
will be election time, November 1996. 1
hope that does not have anything to do
with this decision.

So I plan, in a couple of days, to go
over to Bosnia. I am going to go, and I
am going to stand in the same places
where all of our troops are going to be
standing if the President is successful
in not coming to Congress for author-
ization to send troops. I am going to
look at the hostility around me, and I
am going to listen to the gunfire, and
I am going to bring that message back
to the American people.

This is something that has to rise
above politics. We went through this
same thing when President Bush want-
ed to send troops to the Persian Gulf.
Yes, we had a real mission there rel-
ative to our Nation’s security. That
mission was whether or not we could
have the energy necessary to be viable
in fighting a war—a real mission rel-
ative to our Nation’s security. At that
time, he said we are going to send the
troops there, and we said: Mr. Presi-
dent, we do not think it is wise to send
the troops over, those soldiers, not
knowing they have the support of the
American people as well as the support
of Congress behind them. He did not
have to. Just like President Clinton
does not have to come for authority to
the Congress, President Bush did not
have to, but he did it. It was a very
wise move for the sake of those individ-
uals who were going over there to lay
their lives on the line, where 390 Amer-
icans died valiantly. The President, at
that time, came to the Congress, asked
for authority, and we had a united
America in fighting the Persian Gulf
war.

This war over there is not our war,
Mr. President. This is a civil war. Sure,
it is a problem for people in Western
Europe, and I hope that Western Eu-
rope gets busy. Let them do what is
necessary to protect their security in-
terests. Perhaps they have security in-
terests in Bosnia. We do not.

I do not want to wake up and find out
that the American public did not know

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

about this, did not care about this
enough that they did not know whether
they have an outcry to bring our troops
back until our American corpses are
dragged through the streets of Sara-
jevo. We can stop it right now, Mr.
President. I plan to go to Bosnia and
spend several days there at the end of
this week and bring a story back for
the American people.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, if I
understand it correctly, we are in
morning business at the present time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Correct.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I ask that I may be
permitted to speak for as much time as
I may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————

EXTENSION OF THE MIDDLE EAST
PEACE FACILITATION ACT

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise to discuss the need for an exten-
sion to the Middle East Peace Facilita-
tion Act, which expires tonight, and
the majority leader’s announcement a
short time ago that there will be an ob-
jection to passing that bill today.

This is very surprising to me. I was
sitting in the Judiciary Committee
hearings on Waco when I was told
about it. I speak today as the ranking
member on the pertinent sub-
committee of the Foreign Relations
Committee and one who was very con-
cerned about what the repercussions
would be in the peace process from the
resolution we passed last week on Jeru-
salem. And now we are confronted this
week with a situation that I think,
again, has a ripple effect throughout
the Middle East if we do not take ac-
tion.

Mr. President, I think we ought to
ask, what will one say, what will the
Israelis say, what will Prime Minister
Rabin say, when they are asked the
question about why the Congress has
refused to continue funding Palestinian
economic development in support of
the peace process? Prime Minister
Rabin has explicitly asked for this leg-
islation on each of his visits to the
United States. Not passing the exten-
sion today, it is my understanding,
stops not only the funding but the op-
eration of the mnecessary offices to
carry out that funding, including one
here in Washington.

What is disturbing is that no one
here is even arguing for letting the
Middle East Peace Facilitation Act
lapse. This dispute before us, in fact,
has nothing to do with the Middle
East. It has to do with conflicting
views about whether or not or to what
extent to consolidate the foreign af-
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fairs agencies of the United States
Government.

This is a legitimate issue. There are
strong opinions on both sides.

It seemed to me we had a process for
negotiating this issue to reach some
agreement. Senator KERRY on our side,
the Senator from Massachusetts, and
the chairman of our committee, Sen-
ator HELMS, had been negotiating.
While agreement has not yet been
reached, I believe it can with continued
good faith at the negotiating table.

Wherever one stands on the question
of consolidation one thing should be
clear: The Middle East peace process is
too important to be held hostage to
disagreements over unconnected issues
or to partisan disputes.

I wonder if anyone in this body dif-
fers with that view? Do any of my col-
leagues on either side of the aisle be-
lieve that the Middle East peace proc-
ess just does not matter that much? Or
that it is expendable enough to be
turned into a political football?

One of the truly wonderful things
about American foreign policy in the
Middle East is that it has always been
bipartisan. Strong support for Israel
and active pursuit of Middle East peace
have never been the province of just
one party.

Indeed, this peace process is the out-
growth of the tireless efforts of Presi-
dent George Bush and Secretary of
State James Baker. It has been carried
forward with skill and dedication by
the current administration.

The Dbipartisan nature of United
States support for the Middle East
peace process was never more evident
than on July 21 when I joined a group
of my colleagues in cosponsoring Sen-
ate bill 1064, a long-term extension of
the Middle East Peace Facilitation
Act.

I was proud to stand with Senators
HELMS, PELL, DOLE, DASCHLE, MACK,
LIEBERMAN, MCCONNELL, LEAHY, and
LAUTENBERG in expressing strong sup-
port for continuing America’s leading
role in the peace process.

I know, too, that the chairman of the
subcommittee on which I serve as
ranking member, Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs, Senator BROWN,
also supported the sentiments in S.
1064.

I ask my colleagues who joined me
that day, what has changed? If the
Middle East peace process was deserv-
ing of strong bipartisan support on
July 21, why is it being held hostage to
unrelated legislative disputes on Octo-
ber 31?

I simply do not understand how we
can fail to extend this legislation. It is
s0 important to ensuring Israel’s abil-
ity to live in peace and security with
its neighbors in the future. It is so im-
portant to protecting a Israel as a Jew-
ish State, to seeing that the legitimate
rights of the Palestinian people are
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recognized and eventually aiming for
peace and security in that entire re-
gion.

I think we owe it to all those who
have supported us in that area not to
abandon our commitments. American
Jews know what the stakes are in
keeping the Middle Eastern Peace Fa-
cilitation Act in force.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an advertisement from the
September 17, 1995, New York Times be
printed in the RECORD at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

(See exhibit No. 1.)

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. The ad begins
“Prime Minister Rabin, we know that
pursuing peace is risky. Not pursuing
it is unthinkable.” The ad goes on to
endorse this legislation explicitly. It
reads:

. . . We support the Middle East Peace Fa-
cilitation Act, the United States legislation
which enhanced Israel’s security by ensuring
compliance by the Palestinians with their
agreements and advancing economic devel-
opment in the West Bank and Gaza, to show
Palestinians that peace can improve their
lives.

This ad reflects nothing less than the
consensus of the organized Jewish com-
munity in America. It is signed by 29
Jewish organizations. Such a broad
consensus of American Jews, Israel’s
strongest supporters, should not, in
fact, be construed as wrong. I hope we
will listen to them.

I did not think we would be in this
position where one person would pre-
vent this act from being extended and
effectively cut off all aid to the peace
process, all economic development as-
sistance that in good faith America has
pledged.

On top of what happened last week,
when these resolutions and these ac-
tions and these nonactions by this
body are extrapolated universally and
particularly in the Middle East, they
very often come to have different
meanings.

This body went on record in July sup-
porting this process. How can we today
turn it off? How can we say what we
supported in July, we do not support
enough in October to pass a simple
amendment to extend the act? Instead,
along with ambassadors, along with
other treaties, we will hold it hostage?

I think it is wrong. I think it is over-
kill. I think it is a redoubtable action
at best. I hope that the majority leader
would be able to prevail on those who
want to hold this hostage to achieving
goals that are unrelated to the Middle
East Peace Facilitation Act, and that
those parties would reconsider. I think
it is very important that they do.

I thank the Chair for the time.

EXHIBIT 1

[From the New York Times, Sept. 17, 1995]
PRIME MINISTER RABIN, WE KNOW THAT PUR-

SUING PEACE Is RISKY. NOT PURSUING IT Is

UNTHINKABLE

Mr. Prime Minister, as you continue the
arduous journey to peace, know that Amer-
ican Jewry stands with the Government of
Israel.

Overwhelmingly, American Jews say ‘‘yes”’
to Israel’s current pursuit of peace with se-
curity. Every poll reflects this.
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We know there is no alternative to the
peace process except continued violence and
continued despair. We support your govern-
ment and its vision of two peoples living side
by side, in peace, so that the children of
Israel can look forward to the future without
fear.

To bring us closer to this goal, we support
MEPFA-the Middle East Peace Facilitation
Act, U.S. legislation which enhances Israel’s
security by ensuring compliance by the Pal-
estinians with their agreements and advanc-
ing economic development in the West Bank
and Gaza to show Palestinians that peace
can improve their lives.

To road ahead will be filled with obstacles.
But to turn back would be far more dan-
gerous. It would reward terrorists by giving
them precisely what they want: the death
not only of peace, but of hope.

Mr. Rabin, we say bracha v’hlatzlacha—
may you be blessed with good fortune. On
the eve of the Jewish New Year 5756, we offer
you and the people of Israel our steadfast
support and heartfelt prayers in the days
ahead.

American Jewish Committee, Robert S.
Rifkind, Pres. David Harris, Exec. Vice Pres.

American Jewish Congress, David V. Kahn,
Pres., Phil Baum, Exec. Dir.

American Jewish League for Israel, Martin
L. Kalmanson, Pres.

American Zionist Movement, Seymour D.
Reich, Pres., Karen J. Rubinstein, Exec. Dir.

Americans for Progressive Israel-
Hashomer Hatzair, Naftali Landesman, Pres.

Americans for Peace Now, Richard S. Gun-
ther, Co-Pres., Linda Heller Kamm, Co-Pres.,
Gary E. Rubin, Exec. Dir.

Anti-Defamation League,
Strassler, National Chair,
Foxman, National Dir.

Association of Reform Zionists of America,
Philip Meltzer, Pres., Rabbi Ammiel Hirsch,
Exec. Dir.

B’nai B’rith, Tommy Baer, Pres., Dr. Sid-
ney Clearfield, Exec. Vice Pres.

Bnai Zion, Rabbi Reuben M. Katz, Pres.,
Mel Parness, Exec. Vice Pres.

Federation of Reconstructionist Syna-
gogues and Havurot, Jane Susswein, Pres.,
Rabbi Mordechai Liebling, Exec. Dir.

Givat Haviva Educational Foundation,
Fred Howard, Chair, Hal Cohen, Exec. Dir.

Hadassh—The Women’s Zionist Organiza-
tion of America, Marlene Post, Pres., Beth
Wohlgelernter, Exec. Dir.

Israel Policy Forum, Robert K. Lifton,
Chair, Jonathan Jacoby, Exec. Vice Pres.

Jewish Labor Committee, Lenore Miller,
Pres., Michael S. Perry, Exec. Dir.

Jewish Women International (formerly
B’nai B’rith Women), Susan Bruck, Pres., Dr.
Norma Tucker, Exec. Dir.

Labor Zionist Alliance, Daniel Mann, Pres.

MERCAZ—Zionist Organization of the
Conservative Movement, Roy Clements,
Pres.

NA’AMAT USA, Sylvia Lewis, Pres.

National Committee for Labor Israel, Jay
Mazur, Pres., Jerry Goodman, Exec. Dir.

National Council of Jewish Women, Susan
Katz, Pres., Rosalind Paaswell, Exec. Dir.

National Jewish Community Relations Ad-
visory Council, Lynn Lyss, Chair, Lawrence
Rubin, Exec. Vice Chair.

New Israel Fund, Herbert Teitelbau, Pres.
Norman S. Rosenberg, Exec. Dir.

Project Nishma, Theodore R. Mann, Co-

David H.
Abraham H.

Chair, Henry Rosovsky, Co-Chair, Edward
Sanders, Co-Chair, Thomas R. Smerling,
Exec. Dir.

The Abraham Fund, Alan B. Slifka, Pres.,
Joan A. Bronk, Interim Exec. Dir.

Union of American Hebrew Congregations,
Melvin Merians, Chair, Rabbi Alexander
Schindler, Pres.

United Synagogue of Conservative Juda-
ism, Alan Ades, Pres., Rabbi Jerome N. Ep-
stein, Exec. Vice Pres.
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Women’s League for Conservative Juda-

ism, Evelyn Seelig, Pres., Bernice Balter,
Exec. Dir.
World Jewish Congress, Edgar M.

Bronfman, Pres., Israel Singer, Sec. General.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 12, 1995]

1,000 RABBIS AGREE: THE PEACE PROCESS
MUST CONTINUE

Today, every Member of Congress will re-
ceive a letter signed by 1,000 American rabbis
expressing ‘‘strong support for Israel’s ef-
forts to achieve peace with her neighbors.”’

Never before has so large a cross-section of
American rabbis spoken so clearly about the
urgent need to pursue peace. Reform, Con-
servative, Reconstructionist and Orthodox—
from 47 states and the District of Columbia—
they call upon Congress to demonstrate
“‘leadership so that peace and security for
Israel can become a reality.”’

The rabbis urge the renewal of the Middle
East Peace Facilitation Act (MEPFA),
terming it an ‘“‘important and effective diplo-
matic tool for moving the peace process for-
ward.”

MEPFA enables the United States to play
a constructive role in Israeli-Palestinian ne-
gotiations and to provide leadership in the
international effort to assist the Palestinian
Authority. “Furthermore, it is a key ele-
ment in the fight against terror,” according
to the rabbis.

As the new Jewish year 5756 approaches,
and Israel continues its courageous journey
to a peace that will endure, let us pray, with
the rabbis, for the peacemakers to succeed.

RABBINIC SUPPORT FOR
THE PEACE PROCESS,
September 12, 1995.
See peace and pursue it—Psalms 34:15

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES AND THE SENATE: We are
writing to express our strong support for
Israel’s efforts to achieve peace with her
neighbors and for the active involvement of
the United States in the Middle East peace
process.

Right now, the Congress of the United
States has the opportunity to help maintain
the momentum towards peace in the Middle
East and to fight terrorism against Israel.
We call upon you to demonstrate your lead-
ership so that peace and security for Israel
can become a reality.

The Middle East Peace Facilitation Act
(MEPFA) will expire soon. The act permits
the United States to play a constructive role
in the Israeli-Palestinian negotiations and to
provide leadership in the international effort
to assist the Palestinian Authority. As such,
MEPFA has been an important and effective
diplomatic tool for moving the peace process
forward. Furthermore, it is a key element in
the fight against terror. As Prime Minister
Rabin recently said, ‘“The solution between
the Palestinians and Israel will create condi-
tions that will reduce the influence of the ex-
treme Islamic terrorist groups.”’

In its June 1 report, the State Department
points out that ‘‘the United States needs to
be in a position to support, encourage, and
facilitate the Israeli-Palestinian dimension
of the [peace] process.”” MEPFA’s renewal
ensures that the U.S. will play a key role in
advancing peace and in fighting terror. Like
the leaders of Israel, we believe this role to
be essential. We therefore urge you to renew
MEPFA in a manner that both the American
and Israeli administrations believe will help
further the talks and strengthen the fight
against terrorism.

We care deeply about Israel. We know that
this may be Israel’s one true chance for
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peace, and that this opportunity is fragile.
We are deeply concerned about the level of
P.L.O. compliance; nevertheless, we are
heartened by the progress that, thanks in
part to MEPFA, has been attained. At the
same time, we understand that reducing our
country’s involvement or cutting aid to the
Palestinian Authority, which has committed
itself to making peace with Israel, is not now
the proper vehicle for expressing our con-
cern. This is why we call upon you to support
peace and let the negotiations continue
unhindered.

In the voice of our tradition we say, ‘‘One
does not have the responsibility to complete
the task, but neither is one free to take
leave of it.”” We urge you to play your part
in helping peace grow strong. Thank you.

Sincerely,
(Signed by over 1,000 American rabbis.)

———

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to extend morning
business for 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———
RECONCILIATION

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, last
Friday in the wee hours of the night
there was a total abandonment of any
kind of truth in budgeting. There is no
better way to express it.

Under this entire charade, once
again, we have lied to the American
people. There is no question that in
those wee hours, Mr. President, that
they were trying their dead-level best
and finally succeeded in buying off the
votes of certain of the Senators with
respect to Medicaid.

In order to purchase it, what they did
was use Social Security funds. That
was a use and violation—not only of
the rule but of the law. The rule was
called by the distinguished Senator
from Florida and the distinguished
Senator from Iowa, Senator HARKIN. If
you ever want to see distortion, obfus-
cation, and abandonment of responsi-
bility by the Parliamentarian in the
U.S. Senate, I wish you would read that
RECORD.

Be that as it may, the Chair would
say, I do not know. We will refer to the
chairman of the committee, Senator
DOMENICI, and say, well, I like what the
Chair has ruled. Ruled and on and on
and back and forth but no idea of a par-
liamentary ruling or recognition of the
law. That is why I take the floor today.

What really happens is that they con-
stantly are talking about a balanced
budget when everybody—both at the
White House, the Democratic White
House, and the Republican Congress—
know that it cannot be done. It cannot
be done without increasing taxes.

Here in the extreme, they are talking
about decreasing taxes—about tax
cuts.

Let me go right to the point here, so
I can make a coherent record.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this little two-page summary
of budget tables be printed in the
RECORD at this particular point.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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‘“Here We Go Again’’: Senator Ernest F.
Hollings
[In billions of dollars]

Starting in 1995 with:
(a) A deficit of $283.3 billion for

1995:
OULIAYS cevirireiiieeiiieeieeeens 1,530
Trust funds .. 121.9
Unified deficit . 161.4
Real deficit ..... 283.3
Gross interest ........coeeveniennians 336.0

(b) And a debt of $4,927 billion.

How do you balance the budget by:

(a) Increasing spending over revenues $1,801
billion over 7 years?

GOP “SOLID”, “NO SMOKE AND MIRRORS" BUDGET PLAN

[In billions of dollars]

CBO CBO Cumulative
Year outlays revenues deficits

1,583 1,355 —228

1,624 1,419 —205

1,663 1,478 —185

1,718 1,549 —169

1,779 1,622 —157

1,819 1,701 —118

1,874 1,884 +10

12,060 11,008 —1,052

(b) And increasing the national debt from
$4,927.0 billion to $6,728.0 billion?

DEBT!
[In billions of dollars]
National Interest
Year debt costs

1995 4,927.0 336.0
1996 5,261.7 369.9
1997 5,551.4 381.6
1998 5,821.6 390.9
1999 6,081.1 404.0
2000 6,331.3 416.1
2001 6,575.9 426.8
2002 6,728.0 436.0
Increase 1995-2002 ......ooocvevevereereerrenreinenns 1,801.0 100.0
1996 2002

1Debt off CBO's August baseline includes:
1. Owed to the trust funds ... 1,361.8 2,355.7
2. Owed to Government accts 81.9 Q]
3. Owed to additional borrowing 3,794.3 4372.7

[Note: No ‘“unified” debt; just total

debt] oo 5,238.0 6,728.4

10ff CBO's August baseline.
2Included above.

(c) And increasing mandatory spending for
interest costs by $100 billion?
[Deficit in billions of dollars]
How? You don’t!
(a) 1996 Budget: Kasich con-
ference report, p. 3 ..............
(b) October 20, 1995, CBO let-
ter from June O’Neill ..........
—You just fabricate a ‘‘paper bal-
ance” by ‘‘smoke and mir-
rors’” and borrowing more:
Smoke and Mirrors.
(a) Picking up $19 billion by cut-
ting the Consumer Price
Index (CPI) by .2 percent—
thereby reducing Social Secu-
rity benefits and increasing
taxes by increasing ‘‘bracket
creep’’.
With
cuts:
Medicare 270
Medicaid ... . 182
Welfare .......cc.cceeeueenne 83
(c) “‘Backloading’ the plan:
—Promising a cut of $347 billion
in FY2002 when a cut of $45
billion this year will never
materialize.
[In billions of dollars]

—$108
—$105

(b) impossible spending

Outlays Revenues

(d) By i i by d rev-
enues (tax cut) $245
2002 CBO Baseline Budget ..........ccccocvevererrnnnes 1,874 1,884
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[In billions of dollars]
Outlays Revenues
This assumes:
(1) Discretionary Freeze Plus Discretionary
Cuts (in 2002) 121
(2) Entitlement Cuts and Interest Savings
(in 2002) 226
[1996 cuts, $45 B] spending reduc-
tions (in 2002) —$347
Using SS Trust Fund —115
Total reductions (in 2002) —462
+Increased borrowing from tax cut ... e -93
Grand total —555
(e) By borrowing and increasing the debt
(1995-2002)—Includes $636 billion “em-
bezzlement” of the Social Security trust
fund 1,801

The Real Problem—

Not Medicare—In surplus $147 billion—Paid
For

Not Social Security—In surplus $481 Bil-
lion—Paid For

But interest costs on the national debt—
are now at almost $1 billion a day and are
growing faster than any possible spending
cuts

—AND both the Republican Congress and
Democratic White House as well as the
media are afraid to tell the American people
the truth: ‘“A tax increase is necessary.”’

—SOLUTION: Spending cuts, spending
freezes, tax loophole closings, withholding
new programs (Americorps) and a 5 percent
value added tax allocated to the deficit and
the debt.

‘“Here We Go Again’’—Promised Balanced

Budgets
billion
President Reagan (by fiscal year
1984):
President Reagan (by fiscal year
1991):
President Bush (by fiscal year
1995):
1981 Budget ......oeveviviiiininininnnn 0
1985 GRH budget . 0
1990 budget .....c.ovevnveiniiiiniennnen. +$20.5

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, start
in the year 1995; we are going to try to
balance the budget. Starting in the
year 1995, you start with a deficit of
$1.518 trillion in outlays, so you have a
deficit here of $283 billion for 1995. And
a debt of $4.927 trillion.

If you start with a deficit and a debt
of almost $5 trillion and you look at
the increased spending over revenues
during each of the fiscal years, using
Congressional Budget Office figures,
you will find that cumulatively, from
1996—and each year is listed in this
particular document to 2002—there is
an increase of spending of $12.06 trillion
over revenues received over each of
those years—cumulatively, now, of
$11.008 trillion.

So you are spending $1 trillion more
than you are taking in over this GOP
budget plan. Specifically, you can look
at last month. September ended the fis-
cal year 1995. If you look at the outlays
for that year and for this year, 1996,
and you see the increase from the $1.530
trillion to $1.583—or a $53 billion in-
crease in spending.

Now we are going to cut spending,
balance the budget, cut spending—yet
the very first year here we have in-
creased spending $53 billion.
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Then you go down to the debt and it
is listed there of $1.801 trillion in the
debt. And you found out over the 7-year
period, you are not only increasing the
National debt by $1.8 trillion to a level
of $6.728 trillion, but you have in-
creased interest costs on the national
debt to $100 billion.

I have listed there what is owed to
the trust funds, what is owed to the
Government accounts, and what is
owed to additional borrowing because,
in my limited time, I am trying to talk
about the public debt, which is No. 3,
“‘owed to additional borrowing.” But
we borrow from the trust funds. We
owe them, at this particular point,
$1.361 trillion. And if we look at the
owed to the Government accounts,
such as the bank insurance funds, the
Federal Savings and Loan Insurance
Corporation, the credit union share in-
surance fund, and these other accounts,
as of next year, we will owe some $81.9
billion there.

So we are moving deficits from one
pocket to the other. We are not elimi-
nating them. And, yes, we are bor-
rowing at the public till, for a total, of
course, of, as we have indicated there,
a debt of $6.728 trillion.

So the question is, starting in 1995
with a deficit of $283 billion and a debt
of $4.9 trillion, and increasing manda-
tory spending for interest costs by $100
billion, how do you balance the budget
that way? Of course, you do not.

Go right to the next list of figures.
My authorities are none other than the
chairman of the Budget Committee on
the House side, Mr. KASICH, because he
was the chairman of our budget con-
ference that got up this GOP budget
and so-called reconciliation. On page 3
of the conference report by Mr. KASICH,
you will find the word ‘‘deficit’’ for the
year 2002: a $108 billion deficit.

Then you go to the letter last week
from the Director of the Congressional
Budget Office, Miss June O’Neill, and
find on October 20, she determined a
deficit of $1056 billion; whether it is $105
or $108—as the old expression goes, con-
tinuing deficits as far as the eye can
see—it is over $100 billion.

So, if you cannot do it, what do you
do? You fabricate a paper balance, by
smoke and mirrors and borrowing
more. You fabricate a balance. This
Senator knows as a member of the
Commerce Committee, by simply bor-
rowing again moneys that have already
been represented in legislation as hav-
ing been consumed. In our tele-
communications bill, we came up with
a budget point of order. We needed to
raise some $8 billion so we put in there
the auctions of $8 billion.

Now we come again to the Commerce
Committee for their reconciliation re-
sponsibility of raising $15 billion and
we list again the $8 billion that has al-
ready been included in the tele-
communications bill. Or, go to the Fi-
nance Committee. The Finance Com-
mittee, struggling and straining under
Medicare, trying to find the money,
put in what they call a BELT. The
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BELT says—for example, on the House
side they were $35 billion shy. So it is
just rhetoric or language to the effect
that, with $35 billion, that the next
Congress will have to make it up. That
is no way to balance the budget, but
that is part of the smoke and mirrors.

You can pick up $19 billion as they
have with the Consumer Price Index
being reduced by .2 percent, thereby re-
ducing, of course, the Social Security
benefits and increasing taxes because
what you do is hit bracket creep, as
they call it. Then you go with the im-
possible spending cuts of $270 billion in
Medicare, $182 billion in Medicaid, and
$83 billion in welfare.

Just take the one—welfare. Suppose
you are a Governor and you are as-
signed the welfare responsibility with a
traumatic cut. Now you have added re-
sponsibilities. What you have to do is
start a training program. Two-thirds,
of course, of those on welfare are chil-
dren but the other one-third are those
who are unskilled or untrained, gen-
erally female adults who have not had
the advantage of schooling. So you
have to set up schooling and a training
program. Thereupon, you institute a
hiring or a Government job program of
last resort. Then, to get to work, you
have to institute, if you please, a child
care center because they have to leave
the children at home to take the job.
And on down the list. You are not
going to save that amount, of course,
on welfare.

Another way, of course, in subsection
C shows backloading the plan, whereby
all the real cuts are made in the last 2
years. The last year alone, for example,
in the year 2002, they have to cut $347
billion. Here now, we are struggling
and are not going to obtain $45 billion
this year with the best of intent and
the contract and the headlines and ev-
erything else and cannot even reach
the $45 billion cut. But in the last year
under this GOP budget, balanced budg-
et plan, you have to cut $347 billion.

Then of course, you increase your
revenues by decreasing revenues. That
sounds like double talk but that is the
tax cut. You get into this growth argu-
ment that we have heard, now, for the
last 2 weeks. All we need is a tax cut.
It is going to give us growth, growth,
just like Reaganomics said back in 1981
that put us into these horrendous defi-
cits, debt and interest costs on auto-
matic pilot. It is going up, up and
away, the spending is. That tax cut is
$245 billion. Then you look of course at
the—and by borrowing from the public
and from the trust funds, another $1.8
trillion. And that borrowing includes
$636 billion embezzlement from Social
Security.

At the present time, we have a $481
billion balance in Social Security.
That is not the problem. Under Social
Security, it is paid for, for a good 25 to
30 years, easily. Yes, you have $481 bil-
lion there and you are going to borrow
another $636. At the end of the par-
ticular budget plan, 2002, you are going
to owe Social Security over $1 trillion.
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So, Social Security is not the prob-
lem, 25 or 30 years out; Medicare is not
the problem here, 7 years out, The
problem is now. We have spending on
automatic pilot. Interest costs on the
national debt—like death, like taxes—
cannot be avoided. In fact, treat it as a
tax increase, as I do in a sense. What
we have is taxes being increased auto-
matically each day $1 billion a day.
That is the real problem.

What happens here is both the Re-
publican Congress and the Democratic
White House, as well as the media—and
I hope they will read this—are afraid to
tell the American people the truth:
That is, you cannot do it without a tax
increase. So, what we need to do is cut
spending, freeze spending, tax loop-
holes closing, withholding on new pro-
grams. I had to vote against
AmeriCorps. Everybody is for volunta-
rism. In fact, I was party to the insti-
tution of the Peace Corps. We can
make that record sometime. But you
cannot go into these new programs
when you are trying to get rid of the
deficit and the debt and decrease
spending on automatic pilot. So you
need all of that plus, I suggest, a 5-per-
cent value-added tax.

Mr. President, that is the point. We
have seen this exercise. In the early
1980’s, I went with the Republican lead-
ership and with Senator Howard Baker
for a freeze. We could not get it. Then
we realized by 1985 that we had—in
order to get this deficit and debt down
for it was growing by leaps and
bounds—to have automatic cuts across
the board. We had Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings, and we looked at it. We said
we still need to close the loopholes. In
1986, we got tax reform.

Then, listen to this, in 1990, a bipar-
tisan group of eight Senators, who hate
taxes as much as anybody else, got to-
gether in the Budget Committee and
voted for a value-added tax. Why? Be-
cause you cannot balance the budget
without all of the above—namely,
spending cuts, spending freezes, loop-
hole closings, denying new programs,
and a tax increase.

We have heard this thing about bal-
anced budgets. I really regret it be-
cause I hear it on the floor. I see it on
the screen on my TV about a balanced
budget. Those working the discipline
know there is no idea of balance the
budget. I heard it just 15 years ago.
President Reagan presented a budget—
the document shows it, and I have it
here—that the budget would be bal-
anced by 1984.

Again, under President Reagan, in
late 1985 under Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings we pledged that balance—and we
got awards for this one—that the budg-
et would be balanced by 1991. In 1990—
at that time they had gone out to An-
drews Air Force Base and vetoed, abol-
ished, Gramm-Rudman-Hollings cuts
across the board and put in spending
caps. Under that budget—I will show
you the document—they said that by
1995, just last month, you would have a
$20.5 billion surplus.
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Has anyone ever heard the word ‘‘sur-
plus’ in Washington? Balanced budgets
by 1984, balanced budgets by 1991, and
then, finally, in 1995—we could look at
the documents—a surplus of $20.5 bil-
lion. Here, instead of a surplus of $20.5
billion, we have a $283.3 billion deficit.

So there it is. ‘““Here we go again,” as
our fearless leader, President Ronald
Reagan, said. ‘‘Here we go again.”

I thank the distinguished Chair.

CHARLAYNE HUNTER-GAULT AND
A SENSE OF HISTORY

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
would like to draw my colleagues’ at-
tention to a column in today’s Wash-
ington Post that is a good remem-
brance of the early 1960’s when black
students integrated Southern colleges.
In touching remarks, South Carolina
native Charlayne Hunter-Gault, public
television’s national news cor-
respondent, weaves an excellent reflec-
tion of the history of the times as she
remembers the life of Hamilton Earl
Holmes. Together in 1961, Ms. Hunter-
Gault and Mr. Holmes became the first
two African-American students to at-
tend the University of Georgia.

Back in the early 1960’s as the Uni-
versity of Georgia integrated, the
State of South Carolina was employing
every means to keep Clemson Univer-
sity segregated. We ran out of courts.

But fortunately, we had people like
Mr. Holmes and Ms. Hunter-Gault who
were willing to show us the way in
South Carolina. Their courage and
ability to stand up led to Clemson’s
peaceful admission of Harvey Gantt,
the former mayor of Charlotte and a
former candidate for U.S. Senate.

With the death of Hamilton Earl
Holmes, it is important for us to re-
member the struggles of the past and
to find the courage to move forward—
and not fall further into the bitterness
of racism and make mistakes of the
past.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of Ms. Hunter-
Gault’s column to be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 31, 1995]

ONE IN A MILLION
(By Charlayne Hunter-Gault)

One of the black men who was not ‘‘one in
a million” at the Million Man March was
Hamilton Earl Holmes. But in a real sense, if
the purpose was to have black men ‘‘stand
up’—and surely no one could have thought
that this was the first time that has hap-
pened—Hamilton had long since pioneered in
standing up. And while there might have
been millions cheering him on, for the most
part he stood up alone.

It was in the early winter of 1961, when
Hamilton Holmes, armed with a court order,
walked onto the campus of the University of
Georgia and into history as the first black
man ever to be admitted and attend classes
there in its 170-year history. If he never did
anything else in his life, that single act of
manly courage in the face of jeers, spitting
and rioting would have been enough to qual-
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ify him as a ‘‘standup guy.” but Hamp did
that and a lot more. For a major part of his
purpose in life was to demonstrate to the
world that black men were as good as any
men. Not better, but as good as, although
there were times in his classes in biology and
physics and calculus and all the other
courses that an aspiring doctor has to take
that he earned a second layer of enmity from
his classmates by consistently pushing the
curve up to 98 or 99 and often a hundred,
leaving the next best grade some 10 points
behind.

It was such a performance that led him to
be elected to Phi Beta Kappa, a notation
that appeared beside his name when he grad-
uated in 1963 as one of two black students in
a class of 2,000. Had he not been recovering
from surgery on a heart that was as big as
the world, but in the end was vulnerable to
its pressures, he might have been at the Mil-
lion Man March with his son, Hamilton Jr.
(Chip), at his side. And while his was never
the gift of oratory, he could have offered his
own quiet but soul-elevating testimony to
the strength of black men and to black fami-
lies. He could surely have given the lie, as he
always had, to notions of inferiority and
rampant irresponsibility. He could have also
provided as well a window into a world that
existed not so long ago, one that raised ob-
stacles and inflicted pain on black men that
only the most ignorant or callous among us
would forget.

Hamp had come from a distinguished black
family of doctors and educators and activists
who challenged the laws that kept blacks ‘“‘in
their place,” starting when Hamp was still in
junior high school with the all-white Atlanta
golf course. His grandfather, a doctor who
lived to be 82, once explained the family phi-
losophy to the writer Calvin Trillin: I
trained my children from infancy to fear
nothing, and I told my grandson the same
thing. I told him to be meek. Be meek, but
don’t look too humble. Because if you look
too humble they might think you’re afraid,
and there’s nothing to be afraid about, be-
cause the Lord will send his angel to watch
over you and you have nothing to fear.”

And Hamp produced a distinguished fam-
ily. During his 30-year marriage to Marilyn,
he had a son who followed in his footsteps,
albeit less ceremoniously, to the University
of Georgia, graduated and now works in com-
munications, and a daughter. Allison, also a
college graduate, who is in banking. Also
during those 30 years, he overcame whatever
bitterness he had toward the university and
became one of its biggest boosters and sup-
porters. This was fairly amazing to me, espe-
cially since the two things Hamp wanted
most in college were good labs (he had al-
ways said he could get the education he
needed at Morehouse, the all-black men’s
college where he had a four-year, all-ex-
penses-paid scholarship, but the university
had better facilities) and the opportunity to
play football for the Georgia Bulldogs. The
officials at Georgia refused to let him play
‘“‘for his own safety.” But when I returned on
a visit to Atlanta in the early ’80s, one of the
biggest ‘‘dawgs’ around was Hamp, who by
then had accepted an appointment as a
trustee to the Georgia Foundation, the body
that oversees university funding. The other
day, Charles Knapp, the current president of
the university, called Hamilton ‘“‘one of our
most distinguished graduates.”

In the years since Hamp and I were joined
at the hip of history, I have often had occa-
sion to think back to the time when we were
fighting in federal court to win the right to
attend the university. President Knapp’s
words sent me back to those days, when the
top officials of the university tried to keep
Hamp out by testifying in court that he was
unqualified, not because he was black. The
latter would have been illegal under the 1954
Brown decision, and officials of the state had
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sworn to resist integration, but only ‘‘by all
legal means.”” Hamp might have been able to
overlook being called ‘‘nigger,” but ‘‘un-
qualified’’? The valedictorian of our Turner
High School class of 1956? The smartest stu-
dent in all Atlanta, according to his proud
father, Tup. If there was a fighting word to
Hamp, it was that ‘‘unqualified.”

And while he was slow to anger and pre-
ferred classroom combat to the real thing, he
was capable of standing up that way too.
Once, when had parked in front of the house
of one of the most racist fraternities on cam-
pus, and the fraternity guys saw whose car it
was, they began to taunt him and make
moves that suggested they were prepared to
go further. Knowing he had only himself to
rely on and understanding the white south-
ern mentality perhaps better than they
themselves, Hamp made a quick but delib-
erate move to open the car door, reached
across to the glove compartment and took
out something that he immediately placed in
his pocket. It was a flashlight, but who
knew? Hamp was relying on the prevailing
predisposition to embrace every known
stereotype of black men, and his instinct
proved correct. They backed off in a heart-
beat. The irony of the encounter was that
the next day, Hamp was summoned to the
dean’s office and admonished for carrying a
gun. The rest of the time, the frat brothers
did their dirty deeds in stealth. Like letting
the air out of Hamp’s tires while he was in
class. Early and often.

But Hamp persevered, often finding release
in a game of pickup basketball with the
brothers from town, who at that point could
come to football games but still had to sit in
the section reserved for blacks, called the
“‘crow’s nest.” They were proud of Hamp; and
who knows how many of them he inspired—
if not to apply to the university then to be
all they could be.

If he had been well enough and so inclined,
that might have been his message at the Mil-
lion Man March. He might have dusted off an
old speech he made in our senior year, just
before he graduated, went on to become the
first black student at Emory Medical School
and then to a distinguished career as an or-
thopedic surgeon and teacher.

Back then, in the spring of 1963, he liked to
talk about ‘“The New Negro.” “Ours is a
competitive society,” he’d say. ‘‘This is true
even more so for the Negro. He must com-
pete not only with other Negroes, but with
the white man. In most instances, in com-
petition for jobs and status with whites, the
Negro must have more training and be more
qualified than his white counterpart if he is
to beat him out of a job. If the training and
qualifications are equal, nine out of 10 times
the job will go to the white man. This is a
challenge to us as a race. We must not be
content to be equal, education- and training-
wise, but we must strive to be superior in
order to be given an equal chance. This is
something that I have experienced in my
short tenure at the University of Georgia. I
cannot feel satisfied with just equaling the
average grades there. I am striving to be su-
perior in order to be accepted as an equal. If
the average is B, then I want an A. The im-
portance of superior training cannot be over-
emphasized. This is a peculiar situation, I
know, but it is reality, and reality is some-
thing that we Negroes must learn to live
with.”

How much would he have edited that
speech for the march? Hamilton Earl Holmes
was not there that day to be one in a million,
and today we will bury him, one in a million,
to be sure, but also one of many millions of
black men who have given more than should
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have been required of any human beings, and
whose death at 54 should give us pause to
contemplate the meaning of his life, of theirs
and of the millions of black men who live on.

———

INNOVATIVE LEADERSHIP BY THE
INS AGAINST ILLEGAL IMMIGRA-
TION

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I want
to take this opportunity to call the at-
tention of my colleagues in Congress to
a compelling example of the kind of in-
novation we are seeing today by the
Clinton administration in addressing
the problem of illegal immigration.

Stronger border enforcement is part
of the answer. But is obviously not the
only answer. The Immigration and
Naturalization Service estimates that
40 to 50 percent of the illegal aliens
currently in the United States entered
the country legally on visitors visas
and other temporary visas, then re-
mained illegally in the country after
their visas expired.

The overriding challenge we face is
to remove the magnet of jobs which en-
courage so many people to come to the
United States illegally or to remain
here illegally.

A key element in this strategy must
be to assist employers to abide by the
law and to hire only those persons enti-
tled to work in the United States.

Clearly, the INS is making progress.
Last week, the Ford Foundation and
the John F. Kennedy School of Govern-
ment at Harvard announced that an
INS program in Dallas has won one of
this year’s Innovations in American
Government Awards for its success in
encouraging employers to remove ille-
gal aliens from their rolls and hiring
U.S. workers in their place.

This kind of innovation combats ille-
gal immigration, helps employers, and
provides good jobs for American work-
ers. I am hopeful that as Congress con-
siders immigration reform legislation
in the coming weeks, we can encourage
more new approaches like this to com-
bating illegal immigration.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article from the Wash-
ington Post describing the Dallas INS
initiative be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 26, 1995]
FOUNDATION AWARDS HONOR 15 CREATIVE
GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS
(By Stephen Barr)

When the Immigration and Naturalization
Service discovered 220 illegal immigrants
were working at a Dallas plant that makes
aluminum windows and doors, INS agents
could have raided the plant and deported the
workers. But a raid might have put the com-
pany out of business.

So INS assistant district director Neil Ja-
cobs offered the company a ‘‘common-sense
approach’ to the problem. Rather than treat
the company as the enemy, he gave it 60
days to recruit replacement workers from
Dallas-area community and welfare pro-
grams. When the deadline arrived, the INS
made its arrests and the company averted a
shutdown.

Today, the Innovations in American Gov-
ernment awards program sponsored by the
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Ford Foundation and Harvard University
will announce that Jacob’s strategy for en-
forcing immigration laws is one of 15 local,
state and federal programs receiving a
$100,000 cash prize.

Thus is the first time that awards have
gone to federal programs since the Ford
Foundation and Harvard’s John F. Kennedy
School of Government began their initiative
in 1986. The awards will go to six federal and
nine state and local programs at a time when
a Republican-controlled Congress is cutting
federal spending and turning more responsi-
bility over to the states.

Three of the federal programs honored this
year, such as Jacobs’s ‘‘Operation Jobs,” re-
flect the government’s search for less puni-
tive and more effective ways to regulate
business. A number of the local and state
award winners created solutions to their
problems by forgoing partnerships with
unions, nonprofit organizations and private-
sector companies to deliver services cheaper
or more efficiently.

In the current cost-cutting environment,
Michael Lipsky, the Ford Foundation offi-
cial responsible for the innovations program,
said, ‘It is the deeply felt position of the
foundation that the government deserves
more recognition for creativity and ought to
be encouraged to be better.”

As Debbie Blair, the personnel manager at
General Aluminum—a plant in Dallas that
tried Jacobs’s approach—said, ‘‘Clearly, the
old tactics used by INS were not successful.
They are thinking smarter in trying to fig-
ure out a new way to solve an old problem.”

In Texas, a major INS problem has been
how to handle illegal immigrants, mostly
from Mexico, who obtain jobs with fraudu-
lent papers. Although job applicants must
show employers documents that indicate
they are U.S. citizens or legal residents, fed-
eral law allows candidates to choose which
papers from a prescribed list to present em-
ployers.

In some cases when the INS found wide-
spread violations, it would secure a warrant,
raid a company without informing the em-
ployer and endanger its own agents as they
conducted arrests. Jacobs found, however,
that the illegal workers quickly returned to
the Dallas area and got new jobs or their old
jobs back. ‘““That was frustrating us,” he
said.

So Jacobs, keeping in step with INS policy
to work toward increasing voluntary compli-
ance with the law, threw out his idea for
‘““‘Operation Jobs’ at a staff meeting one day
and, after a few false starts, his Dallas office
created a system linking the INS to police
and community groups. The INS ‘‘treats the
employer as the client rather than the
enemy,’’ he said.

Moving beyond its traditional enforcement
functions, the Dallas INS office began put-
ting employers in touch with city social
service programs, refugee assistance groups
and other community agencies that try to
find jobs for laid-off workers, legal immi-
grants or school dropouts. To avert financial
losses, companies are given time to recruit
and train the new hires, writhe the under-
standing that at a pre-arranged time the INS
will show up to make arrests.

‘“Everybody wins on all sides,” said Tina
Jenkins, a Tarrant County official who helps
out-of-work residents get emergency assist-
ance for rent and utilities. “We get people
employed, the employer is happy, and it’s
good p.r. for INS—they aren’t looked at as
the bad guys.”

Jacobs estimates that about 50 companies
have participated in Operations Jobs over
the last two years, providing residents of
North Texas about 3,000 jobs that previously
were held by undocumented workers.

Many companies, of course, gamble that
INS will never learn about their hiring prac-
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tices, and not every INS attempt at coopera-
tion with companies under investigation
works out. “We’ve had situations where we
get back in 30 days and no one is left,” Ja-
cobs acknowledged. ‘‘But most employers
feel that if ‘I don’t show I'm a team player
now . ... we won't be as cooperative the
next time we do an inspection.”’

Under pressure from the Republican Con-
gress, the Clinton administration has been
moving toward more aggressive enforcement
of the prohibition on hiring illegal immi-
grants. Still, in Jacobs’s office, fewer than a
dozen of the 50 agents he supervises handle
employer sanctions.

The notion that regulatory and enforce-
ment agencies like INS and the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration, also an
award winner this year, should create part-
nerships with the private sector ‘‘doubtless
reflects the mood of the time,” said Alan
Altshuler, the director of the innovations
program at Harvard.

“Good government has to be creative, in-
novative government today,” Altshuler said.
“It is not enough to simply get rid of waste,
fraud and abuse.”

The 15 award winners, who were selected
from a field of about 1,600, will be honored
tonight at a dinner that Vice President Gore
is scheduled to attend. The finalists were se-
lected by a committee headed by former
Michigan governor William G. Milliken (R)
that included industry leaders, journalists
and former elected officials.

The program encountered some of Wash-
ington’s legendary red tape when it was in-
formed that some of the federal agencies
being honored could not legally accept the
gifts. As a result, the $100,000 prizes will be
administered by the nonprofit Council for
Excellence in Government. The council will
help the agencies sponsor conferences or
events to explain their programs to other
groups.

The awards represent a small fraction of
the $268 million in grant money that the
Ford Foundation gave away last year,
Lipsky said, but provide the foundation with
a forum to ‘‘stand for the proposition that
there is a great deal of good in government
that goes unrecognized. While no one says
government is perfect, the balance between
positive news and negative news goes heavily
toward the negative.”

THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, on that
evening in 1972 when I first was elected
to the Senate, I made a commitment to
myself that I would never fail to see a
young person, or a group of young peo-
ple, who wanted to see me.

It has proved enormously beneficial
to me because I have been inspired by
the estimated 60,000 young people with
whom I have visited during the nearly
23 years I have been in the Senate.

Most of them have been concerned
that the total Federal debt which is $27
billion shy of $5 trillion—which we will
pass this year. Of course, Congress is
responsible for creating this mon-
strosity for which the coming genera-
tions will have to pay.

The young people and I almost al-
ways discuss the fact that under the
U.S. Constitution, no President can
spend a dime of Federal money that
has not first been authorized and ap-
propriated by both the House and Sen-
ate of the United States.
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That is why I began making these
daily reports to the Senate on Feb-
ruary 25, 1992. I wanted to make a mat-
ter of daily record of the precise size of
the Federal debt which as of yesterday,
Monday, October 30, stood at
$4,975,234,385,762.72 or $18,886.08 for
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ica on a per capita basis.

The increase in the national debt
since my most recent report this past
Friday—which identified the total Fed-
eral debt as of the close of business on
Thursday, October 26, 1995—shows an
increase of $1,559,5681,857.19 during that
4-day period. That 4-day increase is
equivalent to the amount of money
needed by 231,255 students to pay their
college tuitions for 4 years.

————

THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS COM-
PETITION AND DEREGULATION
ACT OF 1995

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
want to take a few moments to update
my colleagues on the progress we are
making on telecommunications reform
in the 104th Congress. Last Wednesday
morning I had the honor of chairing
the organizational meeting of the Sen-
ate-House conference on S. 652, the
Telecommunications Competition and
Deregulation Act of 1995.

It was truly a historic day. We began
the final stage of enacting comprehen-
sive telecommunications deregulation
legislation—the most significant and
profound change in our Nation’s tele-
communications policy and law in over
60 years.

As conference chairman, I will con-
tinue—as I have throughout this long
process—to work in an open, inclusive,
and bipartisan fashion with all of my
Senate and House colleagues. In par-
ticular, I want to thank the Senate
Commerce Committee’s ranking Demo-
cratic member, Senator FRITZ HOL-
LINGS of South Carolina, for his leader-
ship and willingness to work coopera-
tively with me at each stage of this
process.

I also heartily applaud the tremen-
dous work of our House colleagues in
helping get us to this stage of the proc-
ess. I very much look forward to work-
ing closely with them under the able
leadership of Commerce Committee
Chairman ToMm BLILEY, and ranking
Democrat JOHN DINGELL, Tele-
communications Subcommittee Chair-
man JACK FIELDS, and ranking Demo-
crat ED MARKEY, and Judiciary Com-
mittee Chairman HENRY HYDE, and
ranking Democrat JOHN CONYERS.

Let me also add that I look forward
to working with President Clinton,
Vice President GORE, and others in the
executive branch. I have welcomed the
administration’s input from the begin-
ning of the process.

I am firmly committed to moving
this conference forward as rapidly as
possible. In order to move quickly,
however, we must remain within the
confines of the two bills before us. To
do otherwise would be like opening the
proverbial Pandora’s box. It would re-
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sult in unacceptable delay as we rehash
issues resolved through hours, days,
weeks and months of negotiation and
committee and floor votes at earlier
points in this long process.

I am convinced we can rapidly move
this conference forward due to the
striking degree of similarity between
the two bills. Moreover, we have the
strong support and commitment from
the leadership in both Chambers to act
this year.

The time has long passed since Con-
gress needed to reassert its rightful
place in establishing national tele-
communications policy. Dozens of lines
of business restrictions carve up tele-
communications and forbid competi-
tion. Meanwhile, once separate and dis-
tinct industry segments have become
indistinguishable due to digital tech-
nology. Yet the regulatory apartheid
regime remains.

The conference on telecommuni-
cations reform will produce a report to
change all that. We will open all tele-
communications markets to competi-
tion. The result will be a procom-
petitive, deregulatory and balanced re-
gime. Competition and deregulation,
after all, are the only sure-fire ways to
ensure: an explosion of new tech-
nologies and choices for consumers,
massive new market investment,
captialization, and job creation, lower
prices for telecommunications prod-
ucts and services, and an end to mo-
nopolies and media concentration.

The legislation we are crafting is,
simply put, the most comprehensive
deregulation of the telecommuni-
cations industry in American history.
It will promote advanced telecommuni-
cations, information networks and
other resources in such a manner as to
ensure America remains the envy of
the world. In order to maintain our
world leadership position in commu-
nications, however, we need this legis-
lation and we need it now.

Mr. President, I was pleased to re-
ceive a letter from the majority leader,
Senator BoB DOLE, reiterating his de-
sire to complete action on the tele-
communications reform bill prior to
adjourning for the year. This is en-
tirely consistent with my stated inten-
tion from the very beginning of this
process—to enact a new telecommuni-
cations deregulation law in 1995.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the letter from Senator
DOLE printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

OCTOBER 25, 1995.
Hon. LARRY PRESSLER,
Chairman, U.S. Senate Committee on Commerce,
Senate Russell Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR LARRY, Thank you for all your hard
work on telecommunications reform. The
yvear has been long, but we have moved faster
and farther than anyone expected us to. It
remains my desire to pass a final bill before
we adjourn this session.

The next few weeks are critical and no
doubt will be intense. I would appreciate
your keeping me and David Wilson informed
on the progress of the telecommunications
conference committee. You know better than
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most that we must keep this legislation
grounded in strong, straightforward Repub-
lican principles of competition and deregula-
tion.
Sincerely,
BOB DOLE,
United States Senate.

EVERGREEN MARINE GROUP:
CELEBRATING 20 YEARS OF
SERVICE IN CHARLESTON

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to the role Ever-
green Marine Group has played in the
economic development of my home
city, State, and region over the past 20
years.

The M/V Ever Spring sailed into
Charleston harbor on October 21, 1975.
This first vessel began what was to be-
come a long and prosperous relation-
ship. In its first year of operations in
Charleston, Evergreen carried 45,000
tons of cargo on 19 ships through the
port. Last year, Evergreen carried over
1.5 million tons on more than 100 ships
through Charleston.

Cargo ships reflect incredible invest-
ments by the ocean carrier and provide
many opportunities for economic de-
velopment in the regions they serve.
They represent the equivalent of float-
ing factories, adding value to products
by delivering them where they are
needed, when needed. Few Americans
realize that 95 percent of our inter-
national trade moves by ship.

Evergreen’s services in Charleston
have allowed business and personal re-
lationships to grow and prosper. The
trading relationships forged between
companies in geographically distanced
nations work to bind our world. More
than just raw materials, parts and fin-
ished goods flow across the oceans—
ideas, culture and shared personal ex-
periences make us more aware and con-
siderate of the world in which we live.

Evergreen began its first scheduled
container service in 1975, linking Asia
with Charleston and the U.S. east
coast. Ten years later, Evergreen began
the industry’s first two-way, round-
the-world service. Today, the company
operates in almost every trading mar-
ket on our globe. Evergreen has also di-
versified into other areas, such as real
estate and aviation, becoming the first
private, international air carrier in
Taiwan.

Yung-fa Chang, Evergreen’s founder,
has used hard work, tireless dedication
to the customer and support of those
who are working toward the common
goal as the cornerstones of Evergreen’s
success. This past spring my home
State’s University of South Carolina,
site of the Nation’s highest ranking
international business program, award-
ed him an honorary doctor of business
administration, a testament to his
achievements.

Charleston is one of the most dy-
namic and fastest growing regions in
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the country, attracting capital invest-
ment and interest from around the
globe and we are proud to have Ever-
green be a part of our community. We
are appreciative of the commitment
Evergreen has made to our area and
look forward to continued success to-
gether.

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

——————

MIDDLE EAST PEACE
FACILITATION ACT

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am in-
formed that there will be a Republican
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest regarding the short-term exten-
sion of the Middle East Peace Facilita-
tion Act, also known as MEPFA.

MEPFA was enacted by the Congress
in 1994, to give the President much-
needed flexibility to help Israel and the
Palestinians implement their historic
peace treaty. Under the terms of
MEPFA, the President can waive cer-
tain restrictions against the PLO. In
essence, this means the President can
provide assistance to the Palestinians,
and the PLO can operate an office in
the United States.

MEPFA is a vital component of
American support for the peace proc-
ess—both practically and symbolically.
On a practical level, U.S. assistance for
the Palestinians has helped the fledg-
ling Palestinian Authority to get off
the dime and provide desperately need-
ed services to the people of the West
Bank and Gaza. Both Israeli and Pales-
tinian officials agree that if their peace
agreement is to succeed, there must be
a dramatic improvement in the every-
day lives of the Palestinian people.
They must be aware of the fruits of
peace.

U.S. assistance, much of which is
channeled through the World Bank’s
fund for the Palestinians, has helped
the donor community secure additional
funding from other sources. With the
United States leading by example,
other nations have come forth with sig-
nificant donations to help the Palestin-
ians.

The United States has also used
MEPFA to influence the Palestinian
leadership to move in certain direc-
tions. MEPFA guarantees that our aid
be transferred only if the Palestinians
are complying with the letter and spir-
it of their peace agreements with
Israel. Using our assistance as lever-
age, the United States has been able to
ensure that the Palestinians stand by
their word on critical issues such as
preventing terrorism against Israel.

Israel’s leaders have said that the
Palestinians are doing much better
when it comes to preventing terrorism,
a fact which United States officials
confirm. And that, in my view, is the
bottom line for the success of the
Israel-PLO peace treaty. If the PLO
prevents acts of terrorism, then
Israelis will feel more secure, more
comfortable with the peace agreement.
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Only then will Israelis and Palestinians
establish a truly lasting peace.

On a symbolic level, MEPFA is a
very powerful instrument. MEPFA
symbolizes the U.S. commitment to be
the honest broker of the peace process.
MEPFA is a signal to the Palestin-
ians—and indeed to the rest of the
world—that the United States is will-
ing to suspend its laws against the PLO
to give peace a real chance. In a cer-
tain sense, it resembles the dictum put
forth during the Reagan administra-
tion regarding the former Soviet
Union—*‘‘trust, but verify.” In effect,
we have said to the Palestinians we
will trust them to fulfill their agree-
ments, and that they will receive our
blessing as long as they remain faith-
ful.

The objection lodged earlier today
puts all of that at risk. Our Republican
colleagues are endangering the Middle
East peace process by refusing to allow
a brief, short-term extension of current
laws. At a time when our traditional
ally, Israel, is taking enormous risks
for peace, the objection sends just the
wrong signal. The objection says that
some of us are unwilling to support our
best friend in the Middle East, at the
very time it needs us the most.

It is even more perplexing to realize
that the Senate has already debated,
and for all intents and purposes, re-
solved the substance of this issue. The
Senate passed a long-term extension of
MEPFA as part of the foreign oper-
ations bill, and this short-term exten-
sion is only necessary to get us to the
point where the foreign ops bill be-
comes law.

Under these circumstances, its hard
to imagine that the objection raised
goes directly to the merits of the bill.
I would hope that the points I have
made would help to convince my col-
leagues of the importance of acting on
this measure today, and if possible, im-
mediately.

It troubles me that there is a willing-
ness among some of my colleagues to
jeopardize the Middle East peace proc-
ess. I would hope on an issue of such
critical importance to our Nation’s se-
curity, we could put aside differences
and deal directly with the matter at
hand.

I am very concerned that we are run-
ning out of time—MEPFA expires at
midnight tonight, and the House could
go into recess early this evening. I
hope very much that we can resolve
this issue quickly, but if we cannot,
there should be no doubt about the
consequences and about where the re-
sponsibility lies. I am ready to pass
this short-term extension here and
now, and in all sincerety, I would ask
anyone with an objection to come to
the floor so that we might reach an
agreement.

——————

THE INTERNATIONAL WAR CRIMES
TRIBUNAL FOR THE FORMER
YUGOSLAVIA
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, today I

wish to address an issue which holds
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great significance for the international
world order. The subject is the Inter-
national War Crimes Tribunal for the
former Yugoslavia, a body which can
contribute greatly to the reconcili-
ation of the parties to this brutal con-
flict. As a guarantor of respect for the
rule of law and for the protection of
human rights, this tribunal supports
the principles upon which any lasting
peace must be founded. As the peace
negotiations among the Bosnian Serbs,
Croats, and Moslems begin tomorrow
in Dayton, OH, today is an opportune
time to reaffirm that the work of the
tribunal is a separate but equally im-
portant step in the effort to rebuild
civil society in the region. No matter
the outcome of this round of negotia-
tions, the work of the War Crimes Tri-
bunal must go forward with strong U.S.
support.

Mr. President, over the last few days,
we have been horrified by a series of
front page stories and photos of the
terrible atrocities that have occurred
in Bosnia. These press reports indicate
that United States intelligence has
been instrumental in locating mass
graves in Bosnia. Those revelations,
when paired with refugee accounts of
the terrifying trek from Srebrenica to
Central Bosnia, suggest that hundreds,
perhaps thousands, of Moslem men and
boys were murdered by the Bosnian
Serbs. The United States should place
a high priority on collecting informa-
tion related to these atrocities and on
making all evidence available to the
War Crimes Tribunal. Just as the tri-
bunals at Nuremberg punished the ag-
gressors and facilitated the reconcili-
ation efforts after World War II, so too
must this War Crimes Tribunal redress
the horrors that have occurred in Bos-
nia. I am proud to say that my father,
the late Herbert C. Pell, a former Con-
gressman from New York City, was
President Franklin Roosevelt’s rep-
resentative on the U.N. War Crimes
Commission that laid the groundwork
for the establishment of the Nuremberg
tribunal. Today, we must support this
new tribunal to ensure that the injus-
tices of the war in Bosnia are cor-
rected.

The objectives of the tribunal are
threefold: To deter further crimes by
the war parties, to punish those re-
sponsible for war crimes, and to ensure
justice during and after the process of
reconciliation and reconstruction of
Bosnia. Through the public identifica-
tion, trial, and conviction of war crimi-
nals, the international community
hopes to contribute to the peace proc-
ess by demonstrating the strength and
effectiveness of international human
rights law. The U.N. Security Council
created the tribunal in May of 1993, and
the court convened for the first time in
November of that year. Yet the
progress of the tribunal has been slow.
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While 42 Serbs and one Croat have been
indicated by the tribunal, only one per-
son is actually in custody. The difficul-
ties of taking defendants into custody
are manifold, but this is not the only
reason for the lack of progress.

The biggest obstacle facing the tri-
bunal is funding. Recently, Secretary-
General Boutros Boutros-Ghali placed
restrictions on the work of many U.N.
agencies—including the tribunal—to
avoid a financial crisis in the United
Nations. These fiscal restraints have
seriously affected the tribunal by freez-
ing the revenues needed to fund its
work. Unfortunately, much of the re-
sponsibility for the U.N.’s debt can be
laid at our own door. Throughout my
tenure as chairman of the Committee
on Foreign Relations, I consistently ar-
gued against the mounting American
debt to the United Nations that today
has reached $1.2 billion. Today, despite
significant efforts on the part of the
U.N. Secretariat to meet American de-
mands for reforming its bureaucracy,
Congress is again voting for cuts in
funding for the United Nations and its
agencies.

A serious consequence for the tri-
bunal of this loss of funding is the post-
ponement announced last week of the
only trial actually scheduled on the
court’s docket. Lawyers for Dusan
Tadic, who is current the sole defend-
ant in custody at The Hague, have re-
quested and received a postponement of
the trial until next year because of a
lack of resources needed to prepare an
adequate defense. Justice Richard
Goldston, the chief prosecutor for the
tribunal, has warned that the court
will be unable to guarantee the
accused’s right to a fair and speedy
trial without the appropriate re-
sources. In addition, the tribunal has
already been unable to send investiga-
tors into the field or to recruit lawyers
and other personnel. Clearly, under the
current financial crisis, the principles
of the tribunal could be compromised.

Therefore, Mr. President, I believe
that the United States should continue
to offer financial and political support
for the War Crimes Tribunal for the
former Yugoslavia. Last year, I sup-
ported Senator LEAHY’s amendment to
the 1995 foreign operations appropria-
tions bill that offered $25 million in
goods and commodities to the United
Nations for its efforts to investigate
war crimes. Our contributions have
been deeply appreciated and well used
by the tribunal in its work. I would
urge my colleagues to continue this
type of support and demonstrate our
firm commitment to international
human rights law. As the world waits
for the results of the negotiations in
Ohio this week, let us remember that
the work of the International War
Crimes Tribunal is of equal signifi-
cance in the reconstruction of the
State of Bosnia.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.
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Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————

THE 1872 MINING LAW

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I have
just come from the second conference
committee meeting on Interior appro-
priations. As you recall, in the first
conference committee report there was
a provision to take the existing mora-
torium on mining patents away so that
the Bureau of Land Management would
start issuing patents again.

Just for background information, the
provision last year prevented the Inte-
rior Department from accepting new
patent applications and prohibited In-
terior from processing existing applica-
tions except those 393 applications
which had gotten relatively far in the
process.

Today, the conference committee ef-
fectively rejected the patent morato-
rium even though when the original
conference committee submitted its re-
port to the House of Representatives,
the House voted almost two to one not
to accept it and to send it back to the
conference committee between the
House and the Senate to rework the
mining patent provision. Well, they re-
worked it. They reworked it with
Saran Wrap. It is so transparent that it
does not even pass the giggle test.

What is so transparent about it? The
new conference report says, we will
continue the moratorium that we had
last year until either: No. 1, the Presi-
dent signs a reconciliation bill that re-
lates —think of it—to patenting and
royalties; or No. 2, both the House and
the Senate pass another piece of legis-
lation relating to royalties, patenting
and reclamation, even if the President
vetoes that bill.

Mr. President, royalties, reclama-
tion, and patenting are all in the rec-
onciliation bill. They are scams, but
they are in there. And so if the rec-
onciliation bill is signed into law or if
Congress includes the same sham pro-
visions on another bill, the morato-
rium is off. The 233 patent applications
that we have told BLM they cannot go
forward with will be processed, will ul-
timately be granted, and the mining
companies will receive thousands of
acres of land containing billions of dol-
lars worth of gold, silver, platinum and
palladium, for which the U.S. Govern-
ment will not receive one red cent. Let
me strike that. They will receive a red
cent. The reconciliation bill has a roy-
alty provision. It will provide $18 mil-
lion to the Treasury over the next 7
years.

I will let you be the judges, Mr.
President and colleagues, is this a
scam on the American people or not?
Under the reconciliation bill, if these
provisions stay, the Government will
receive $18 million in royalties on Fed-
eral lands that are mined over the next
7 years. How much do you think the
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mining companies are going to take off
the land in the next 7 years—Federal
lands, patented and unpatented? I will
tell you what it is: tens of billions of
dollars of gold, silver, platinum, and
palladium. And in exchange the tax-
payers of this country will receive less
than $56 million per year.

In the 123-year period, since the min-
ing law of 1872 was signed by Ulysses
Grant, the mining companies have ex-
tracted in today’s dollars, according to
the Mineral Policy Center, $241 bil-
lion—mot million, billion—worth of
gold, silver, platinum, palladium, and
other hard rock minerals. What has
poor old Uncle Sugar, Uncle Sucker
gotten for that $240 billion worth of
hard rock minerals? Zip, zero, nothing.

The argument is made that the min-
ing companies create jobs, and they do.
So does General Motors; so does RCA;
so does General Electric. But we do not
build billion-dollar buildings for those
people to manufacture in, conditioned
on them hiring somebody.

It is the most incredible thing. This
is the seventh year I have fought this
battle. In 1991, I came close. I came
within one vote of stopping this. What
do you think happened after that? The
number of applicants for patents on
lands skyrocketed. It scared the life
out of the mining companies. I remem-
ber the Stillwater Mining Co., which
was owned by a couple of paupers
called Manville and Chevron. They ap-
plied for their patents on 2,000 acres of
land in Montana 4 days after I came
within one vote of winning this battle.
What do you think there is under the
2,000 acres? There is $38 billion worth of
platinum and palladium. That is their
figure, not mine. They are the ones
that say it is worth $38 billion. Two or
three years ago representatives of
Stillwater came to my office and said
their situation was very dicy. ‘“We are
just not sure we can open this up. It
may not be profitable.”

So what happened? Last year Man-
ville bought Chevron’s interest in the
mine and just recently Manville sold
its interest to a group of public inves-
tors for $110 million plus a b-percent
royalty. They can deal with each other
and retain overrides of 5 percent. But if
you suggest they pay Uncle Sucker 1
percent, the hue and cry goes up in this
body as though you have just defamed
the Holy Bible.

When I said a moment ago that the
provisions in the reconciliation bill
were a scam, so transparent they would
not even pass the giggle test, there is a
provision in the reconciliation bill that
is even worse, which says that the min-
ing companies will pay ‘‘fair market
value.”

Now, does that not sound reasonable?
You can go home and tell the Chamber
of Commerce where they know nothing
about this mining legislation, and
somebody raises the issue: ‘“‘But, Sen-
ator, how can you vote to give billions
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of dollars worth of gold and silver away
that belong to the taxpayers and not
get a dime in return? The mining com-
panies are happy to pay up to 24 per-
cent to private owners, but not one
thin dime to the Federal Government.
How can you justify that?”’

Mr. Politician says: ‘I tell you how I
justify it. I am going to make them
pay and I have voted to make them pay
fair market value.”

Mr. Chamber of Commerce ques-
tioner says: ‘“That sounds like a fair
deal to me.”

That is the end of the story, except
for one little thing. Fair market value
is defined as the surface, not the min-
erals.

So Stillwater Mining Co. which has
38 billion dollars’ worth of platinum
and palladium under their 2,000 acres
will pay $10,000 under current law, and
once the fair market value goes into ef-
fect they pay $200,000, or $100 per acre.
Is that not something? Mr. President,
$100 an acre for 2,000 acres of land, and
the taxpayers of this country get the
shaft again.

When you say ‘‘fair market value,” 1
have a proposition for the mining com-
panies: I would like to offer an amend-
ment here for my colleagues to vote
on, reversing fair market value. Define
fair market value as the minerals, and
we will give you the surface. They
would knock that door down over there
getting out of here.

Do you think they do not know what
they are doing? Do you think the Sen-
ators who come in here and offer these
outrageous proposals do not know what
they are doing? I invite anybody to ask
any Senator to explain one simple
question: Why is it, Senator, that the
mining companies are willing to pay
the States royalties to mine hard rock
minerals on State lands, why is it they
are willing to pay up to 24 percent roy-
alties on private lands, but if you sug-
gest a 1 percent royalty on Federal
lands, they are all going to go broke,
shut down, and throw all those poor in-
nocent people out of a job? I invite any
Senator to come to the floor and an-
swer that question.

Mr. President, 135 years is long
enough. I thought maybe we could de-
velop a little shame, so I raised the
issue. How can you vote to cut $270 bil-
lion in Medicare for the elderly for
their health care? Do not give me that
wordsmith junk about how we are not
cutting, we are just slowing the
growth.

Mr. President, 75 percent of the peo-
ple on this country over 75 on Social
Security live on less than $25,000 a
year. They are scared to death they
will have a toothache and have to have
a root canal. They are terrified of a
cancer diagnosis, which they know will
break them even if they are covered by
Medicare. Mr. President, 50 percent go
to bed terrified at night even thinking
about the possibility.

So we routinely cut $270 billion from
Medicare for the elderly. We cut Med-
icaid for the poorest of the poor. There
were even proposals to cut out Medi-
care-Medicaid benefits for 13-year-old
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pregnant girls. Yes, I talked to a doc-
tor Saturday afternoon who told me
about witnessing the delivery of a baby
of an 11-year-old.

Go to any indigent hospitals and find
out what is going on in the world. We
will take care of that. We will teach
them reliance, independence. We will
make good citizens out of them. We are
going to cut their school lunches. We
are going to cut Medicaid.

If you happen to want a college edu-
cation, we are cutting education by 30
percent—the most massive cut in the
history of the world in education. We
are going to cut Head Start. We are
going to cut school breakfasts when
teachers tell me oftentimes that is the
only decent meal the child gets during
the day.

What are we going to do for the min-
ing companies? We are going to give
them carte blanche to mine all the
hard rock minerals they want to mine
off of Federal lands that belong to the
taxpayers. Is that called corporate wel-
fare? How can you call it anything
else?

How can anybody with a straight
face say we will balance the budget,
and we are going to do it off the backs
of the people who can least afford it,
and we are going to give a $250 billion
tax cut which is really a tax break for
the wealthiest people in America.

Many people who make less than
$25,000 a year and have children will
never get a dime. If you have a wife
and two children and you are making
$100,000 a year and paying $10,000 in
taxes, you get the whole smear. If you
have a wife and four children making
$20,000 or $25,000 a year and you pay no
income tax, you do not get a dime.

What kind of tax equity, tax fairness
is that? There is something seriously
wrong in this Congress and there is
something seriously wrong in this
country when we routinely and almost
cavalierly allow these giant mining
companies all these hard rock min-
erals—billions of dollars worth every
year—for nothing in exchange and pe-
nalize the most vulnerable people in
America.

I do not often agree with the senior
Senator from Texas, Senator GRAMM.
However, when he says he wants every-
body to start getting out of the wagon
and help pull, I could not agree more. I
say to these big corporate mining com-
panies, many of which are foreign
owned, get out of the back of the
wagon and help the rest of us pull.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMPSON). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President,
today I was stunned to see that the
United States will consider paying $1
billion to the United Nations.

I was stunned because Mexico owes
the United States $1.3 billion—it was
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due yesterday, and this administration
told Mexico they did not have to make
the payment on time—maybe later.

When I ran for the Senate in 1992, I
said that I wanted to bring more com-
mon sense to Washington. This is a
perfect example of our misplaced prior-
ities, and our sense of fiscal responsi-
bility.

Mexico owes us over $1 billion—due
yesterday and they do not have to pay.

Even though the United Nations is
den of waste and abuse with no reforms
in sight, this waste and abuse has been
going on for a long time.

On October 19, I introduced a sense-
of-the-Senate, Resolution 185, that
Mexico should repay its debts to the
